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The House met at 9 a.m. and was May all that is done this day in the Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker,

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. HULTGREN).

———

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
February 28, 2014.

I hereby appoint the Honorable RANDY
HULTGREN to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

JOHN A. BOEHNER,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

——————

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Patrick
J. Conroy, offered the following prayer:

Loving God, we give You thanks for
giving us another day.

As we meditate on all the blessings of
life, we especially pray for the blessing
of peace in our lives and in our world.

We pray especially for the people of
Ukraine and Venezuela, but know that
You are aware of those worldwide who
suffer from violent unrest. Cover all
with the balm of Your healing and
peace.

May Your special blessings be upon
the Members of this assembly in the
important, sometimes difficult work
they do. Give them wisdom and char-
ity, that they might work together for
the common good.

And bless all peacemakers for their
work. May Your eternal spirit be with
them, and with us always.

people’s House be for Your greater
honor and glory.
Amen.

——
THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

——
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN) come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN led the Pledge
of Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain up to five requests
for 1-minute speeches on each side of
the aisle.

———

NATIONAL EATING DISORDERS
AWARENESS WEEK

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

this week is National Eating Disorders
Awareness Week, a time to learn more
about eating disorders, what causes
them, and how to best treat and pre-
vent them.

Eating disorders are widespread, af-
fecting at least 14 million Americans,
and are so common among our youth
that at least one to two out of every
100 children in America has an eating
disorder.

Research has shown that while many
eating disorders are caused by a ge-
netic predisposition, environmental
factors like peer pressure and false ad-
vertising can be overriding contribu-
tors.

By the time our children turn 17,
they have been exposed to over 250,000
television commercials depicting unre-
alistic body sizes. Too often this expo-
sure leads to an eating disorder.

I will offer legislation to look at how
advertising can more closely resemble
true human form. I look forward to
working with my colleagues to fight
this tragic epidemic of eating dis-
orders.

COMMEMORATING JUDY HARRIS

(Mr. KILMER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. KILMER. Mr. Speaker, today I
rise to commemorate a friend, Judy
Harris, a home care worker who passed
away last week.

The most glorious part of the job I
have is the opportunity to meet and
learn from people from all walks of
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life. I met Judy on her doorstep, and
over several years she became someone
I cherished—her commitment to serv-
ing, her compassion, and her advocacy.

Despite her small frame, Judy had an
enormous presence as she fought fierce-
ly for justice in the community and in
the halls of government. Judy’s advo-
cacy and work with the Service Em-
ployees International Union led her to
traverse the Nation to make sure those
depending on care and those providing
care had a voice and had dignity and
had respect.

I will remember until my last days
the afternoon I spent with Judy for a
day in her shoes. By the end of the day,
I was exhausted, physically and emo-
tionally. I was so grateful to Judy and
to caregivers who do the work they do
to help people live with dignity.

Andy Stern used to say that the
“power of SEIU was that it was the
way that ordinary people could accom-
plish extraordinary things and the way
that the powerless could become pow-
erful.” No one demonstrated that bet-
ter than Judy. I will always be grateful
for her tireless work.

————

FIRST AMENDMENT RIGHTS
SHOULD ALWAYS BE PROTECTED

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, the American people have
lost faith in the President and his ad-
ministration’s ability to serve in an
unbiased manner. Sadly, last year’s
scandal revealed the IRS is targeting
organizations who disagree with the
President’s Big Government agenda.

We should never have to worry that
our First Amendment rights are in
jeopardy because the government op-
poses our beliefs. Based on last year’s
revelations, it is clear that these ac-
tions were deliberate. The Founding
Fathers treasured the rights of freedom
of speech and to petition the govern-
ment, which is why they were pro-
tected first in the Constitution.

On Wednesday, the House acted in a
bipartisan vote to prevent future abuse
by passing legislation that bans the
Treasury Department and the IRS from
implementing new requirements tar-
geting political groups. I hope the Sen-
ate will take action on this bill so we
can ensure that every citizen’s First
Amendment rights stand protected.

In conclusion, God bless our troops,
and we will never forget September the
11th in the global war on terrorism.

————

A GEM OF THE TEXAS WINTER
GARDEN AREA—CRYSTAL CITY,
TEXAS

(Mr. GALLEGO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. GALLEGO. Mr. Speaker, I use
some time to talk about the 23rd Dis-
trict. It comprises nearly a quarter of
the land area of Texas.
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Everybody has heard of the character
Popeye and his penchant for spinach,
and the spinach capital of the world is
Crystal City, Texas. It was named by
its early settlers for the clear artesian
spring water, and a statue of Popeye
was erected there in 1936.

The Spinach Festival is now one of
the biggest and best festivals in all of
south Texas. It was started in 1936,
stopped for a period of time during
World War II, and didn’t go back up
until the 1980s, but it has grown signifi-
cantly over time.

Crystal City also occupies a unique
spot in Texas’ political history in that
it was the birthplace of the first Latino
political party in Texas, La Raza Unida
Party, which, for a time, received
enough votes to qualify for a statewide
ballot.

Crystal City has long been known as
a core of civil rights activism, and its
rolling fields are now sharing space
with the booming Eagle Ford Shale
economy of our region.

Come see a gem of the Texas Winter
Garden area, Crystal City, Texas.

—————

MAKING RARE DISEASES A THING
OF THE PAST

(Mr. MARINO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. MARINO. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to bring attention to an issue
that affects millions of American citi-
zens.

A rare disease is defined as a disease
that affects fewer than 200,000 people.
There are over 7,000 rare diseases that
affect close to 30 million people.

My family knows the difficulties of
dealing with a rare disease. My daugh-
ter, Chloe, has suffered from cystic fi-
brosis her entire life. CF is a life-
threatening rare disease that causes
mucus to build up and block major or-
gans. Chloe is one of only 30,000 people
affected by this disease in the United
States.

As a rare disease, CF requires spe-
cialized care that can cost an indi-
vidual hundreds of thousands of dollars
over their lifetime. Even though there
have been advancements in medicine, a
CF sufferer may only survive into their
thirties. This is much different than it
was b0 years ago, where a child was
lucky to live to the age of 10.

Today we observe CF and all other
rare diseases to stress the importance
of funding for rare disease research.
Hopefully, we can make rare diseases a
thing of the past.

———
NEED TO RAISE MINIMUM WAGE

(Mrs. BUSTOS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mrs. BUSTOS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to talk about the urgent need to
raise the minimum wage for hard-
working Americans just struggling to
get by. The cost of living has increased,
but wages have not.
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In Illinois alone, more than 1 million
people—a full 20 percent of our work-
force—could benefit from an increase
in the minimum wage. It could also
lead to close to a billion-dollar eco-
nomic shot in the arm to my State.

Currently, my State’s small busi-
nesses are at a competitive disadvan-
tage because in our neighboring States
of Wisconsin and Iowa, the minimum
wage is lower than in ours. Raising the
Federal minimum wage could help
level this playing field and make small
businesses in my region stronger.

Increasing the minimum wage is a
win-win situation for the people I rep-
resent and for our local economy. I be-
lieve strongly that anyone who works
full-time should not have to live in
poverty.

Let’s work together and get this
done.

———
ELECTRIFY AFRICA ACT OF 2014

(Mr. BROOKS of Alabama asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mr. BROOKS of Alabama. Mr. Speak-
er, yesterday, the House Foreign Af-
fairs Committee passed H.R. 2548, the
Electrify Africa Act of 2014.

Another day in Washington, another
boondoggle on the backs of American
taxpayers.

I am flabbergasted that in the same
week our Secretary of Defense warns of
severe defense cuts caused by Amer-
ica’s deteriorating financial condition,
cuts that risk national security, Con-
gress seeks to force American tax-
payers to help build electrical power
plants and transmission lines in Africa.

Financial prudence dictates that we
reduce our deficits by not spending the
money at all. If we must spend it and
must choose between Africa or Amer-
ica, Mr. Speaker, I choose spending it
in America.

America spends more than $40 billion
a year on foreign aid with money we do
not have, borrow to get, and cannot af-
ford to pay back. Mr. Speaker, if finan-
cial irresponsibility and economic in-
sanity have a home, rest assured they
live in Washington, D.C.

———

EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT
COMPENSATION EXTENSION ACT

(Mr. TIERNEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. TIERNEY. Mr. Speaker, 2
months ago today, emergency unem-
ployment benefits expired for over 1
million Americans, including 20,000
veterans, and yet this House still has
not taken up legislation to provide
these workers and their families nec-
essary relief. That is shameful.

I rise to ask immediate action on my
legislation, the Emergency Unemploy-
ment Compensation Extension Act,
which provides a 3-month extension of
benefits. 183 Members of the House—
over 90 percent of the Democratic Cau-
cus—have signed on to my bill.
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Constituents from across my district
and across the country have been shar-
ing heartbreaking stories of hardship
and pain because these benefits have
expired. One constituent, VeraMae of
Lynn, Massachusetts, wrote to me and
said:

I am one of the people whose benefits ex-
pired at the end of the last year. My husband
and I have tapped out all of our savings, and
I'm beside myself with worry wondering how
to make the little that we have remaining
last longer. It is a mistake to eliminate this
crucial safety net for those of us struggling
to get back on our feet.

We should not leave VeraMae and
others just like her out in the cold an-
other day longer.

If the moral imperative to act isn’t
enough, Mr. Speaker, perhaps we
should consider the economic benefits
of extending unemployment insurance.
In fact, economists agree that unem-
ployment insurance is one of the best
ways to spur economic growth, deliv-
ering $1.52 in economic activity for
every dollar spent.

This House should pass that bill im-
mediately.

——————

REMEMBERING MAJOR CHARLES
SWIM

(Mr. LAMALFA asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. LAMALFA. Mr. Speaker, sadly, 1
rise today in remembrance of my dear
friend and a great patriot, Mr. Charles
Swim of Paradise, California.

Charlie was quite a character. He was
very involved politically, and if he
picked you as the person he thought
was going to win, that virtually guar-
anteed your election. But more impor-
tantly, what we know him for in north-
ern California is his service to his Na-
tion and his community.

He was born on April 14, 1927, in De-
troit, Michigan, although he claimed
Kentucky. His true age at the time he
enlisted in the Army was 15. They fi-
nally caught up to him when he was 17.
He then soon enlisted in the Navy,
where he served 6 years during World
War II. After that, he rejoined the
Army. He also served as a California
State parole agent for 27 years, where
he successfully fought for the Second
Amendment rights of parole agents.
Many credit Charlie’s efforts to saving
their lives.

After retirement, Charlie’s extensive
knowledge and experience in his field
continued to affect those in Califor-
nia’s First District, leading him to be-
come appointed the first official histo-
rian for the Butte County Sheriff’s Of-
fice.

He is survived by his wife of 40 years,
8 children, 11 grandchildren, 15 great-
grandchildren, 3 great-great-grand-
children, 1 niece, and 3 nephews.

Charlie’s valiance and warm heart
touched and changed many lives. We
are very grateful to him. He was deeply
loved by his family, friends, and the
community, and he will be incredibly
missed by all.
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PAYING TRIBUTE TO THE SERVICE
OF SALVADOR LARA AND JESUS
DURAN

(Mr. TAKANO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TAKANO. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to pay tribute to Salvador Lara
and Jesus Duran, two Inland Empire
heroes who, after decades of being over-
looked, will be awarded the Medal of
Honor.

Salvador Lara served in World War II
and, while in Italy in 1944, he ‘‘aggres-
sively led his rifle squad in neutral-
izing multiple enemy strong points.
The next morning, as his company re-
turned the attack, Lara sustained a se-
vere leg wound but did not stop to re-
ceive aid.”

Jesus Duran served in Vietnam and
saved several wounded Americans on a
search-and-clear mission in 1969. Ac-
cording to his son, Chuy, ‘‘His platoon
was in a fight and a lot of guys were
killed. He thought he was going to be
left for dead, so he decided to take the
M60 and unload.”

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, these
heroes are no longer with us and they
will receive their Medals of Honor post-
humously, but we must never forget
their sacrifice, for it is because of their
bravery that we are able to continue
spreading freedom throughout the
world.

———

UNFUNDED MANDATES INFORMA-
TION AND TRANSPARENCY ACT
OF 2013

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have b5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on H.R. 899.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 492 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 899.

The Chair appoints the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. HULTGREN) to preside
over the Committee of the Whole.

J 0916
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 899) to
provide for additional safeguards with
respect to imposing Federal mandates,
and for other purposes, with Mr.
HULTGREN in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the
bill is considered read the first time.
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The gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
LANKFORD) and the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS) each will
control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oklahoma.

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself as much time as I may
consume.

Last Congress, the Oversight and
Government Reform Subcommittee
that I chaired began studying the effec-
tiveness of the Unfunded Mandates Re-
form Act, also known as UMRA, which
was enacted in 1995.

We held three legislative hearings,
and we inquired with the Congressional
Budget Office and the Office of Infor-
mation and Regulatory Affairs about
various UMRA provisions and the pos-
sible improvements to the law.

During our hearings, representatives
from State and local governments, and
the private sector, they all came to
testify about many of the burdensome
mandates that are actually not charac-
terized and not protected under the
original Unfunded Mandates Reform
Act. The analyses often failed to cap-
ture the heavy burdens of those regu-
latory mandates.

UMRA’s limited coverage is a con-
cern because, as the chief economist of
the Small Business and Entrepreneur-
ship Council testified: ‘“Unfunded man-
dates and regulations continually stifle
private sector growth and economic ex-
pansion.”

To help raise awareness about un-
funded mandates and ensure more of
these mandates are captured by the
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act, H.R.
899, the Unfunded Mandates Informa-
tion and Transparency Act, was intro-
duced by Representative VIRGINIA
FoxX. It is bipartisan legislation that
will close existing loopholes in the law
and bring more transparency and ac-
countability to the regulatory process.

The legislation has the support of the
National Federation of Independent
Businesses, the Small Business and En-
trepreneurship Council, the U.S. Cham-
ber of Commerce, and the National
Conference of State Legislatures.

The American Action Forum, which
is headed by former CBO Director Doug
Holtz-Eakin, also supports the con-
cepts of this bill.

H.R. 899 requires that independent
regulatory agencies comply with the
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act. Inde-
pendent regulatory agencies are cur-
rently excluded from review, but the
regulations they promulgate can im-
pose significant costs and burdensome
requirements.

Currently, regulations issued by
agencies such as the Securities and Ex-
change Commission, the National
Labor Relations Board, they are ex-
cluded from cost-benefit analyses oth-
erwise required of other agencies.

The Congressional Research Service
found that between 2010 and 2012, nine
independent agencies issued 57 major
rules. Those are rules with a cost to
the economy of over $100 million. But
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none of those agencies monetized both
costs and benefits in estimating the
impacts of the rules.

H.R. 899 codifies the principles of reg-
ulation in Executive Order 12866, issued
by President Clinton and reaffirmed in
Executive Order 13563, issued by Presi-
dent Obama. It also codifies Executive
Order 12866’s requirement that agencies
conduct a cost-benefit analysis.

H.R. 899 requires agencies to consult
with the private sector prior to pro-
posing a major rule. Currently, this re-
quirement only applies to State, local,
and tribal governments.

In light of President Obama’s empha-
sis on early stakeholder input on the
development of Federal regulations,
there is no reason to exclude private
sector stakeholders from early con-
sultation in this requirement.

H.R. 899 allows the chairman or rank-
ing member of any congressional com-
mittee to request that an agency con-
duct a retrospective analysis of an ex-
isting Federal regulatory mandate.

Again, President Obama even has ac-
knowledged the need for retrospective
review, stating that each agency
“‘should periodically review its existing
significant regulations to determine
whether any such regulations should be
modified, streamlined, expanded, or re-
pealed to make the agency’s regulatory
program more effective or less burden-
some in achieving the regulatory ob-
jectives.” This change would ensure ex-
isting regulations are actually re-
viewed.

H.R. 899 extends judicial review to
ensure that agencies carefully consider
the least costly or least burdensome
regulatory alternatives.

According to the Small Business and
Entrepreneurship Council, the current
judicial review provision included in
the original UMRA ‘‘lacks teeth” and
“‘offers no real incentives for agencies
to deal legitimately with the Unfunded
Mandates Reform Act requirements.”

H.R. 899 ensures that Federal agen-
cies and the Congressional Budget Of-
fice estimate the entire cost of a Fed-
eral mandate, such as forgone profits,
costs passed on to consumers, and be-
havioral changes as a result of a Fed-
eral mandate.

The administration said it is
““‘strongly supportive’ of the first gen-
eration of the Unfunded Mandates Re-
form Act. I am glad that we are here
today to make the Unfunded Mandates
Reform Act even stronger.

I have stated before, and I will state
again, making these reforms is not an
attack on the current administration.
Many of the issues we are here to deal
with today did not originate in this ad-
ministration, and the solutions we pro-
pose will extend well beyond this ad-
ministration.

It is the role and responsibility of
Congress to ensure regulations are con-
sistent with legislative intent and they
are written to cause the least amount
of burden and the greatest possible
benefit.
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I encourage all Members to support
this bill.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I rise in opposition to H.R. 899, the
Unfunded Mandates Information and
Transparency Act. This bill is the sec-
ond major piece of legislation being
considered this week that will add
needless and counterproductive red
tape to the rulemaking process.

I have the privilege of serving as the
ranking member of the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform.
The Oversight Committee has jurisdic-
tion over the executive branch and leg-
islative jurisdiction over government-
wide policies.

It is our duty and our responsibility
to ensure that the Federal Government
is operating effectively and efficiently.
It is also the responsibility of every
Member of Congress, and we must hold
that dearly.

This legislation may be well-in-
tended, but it would have unintended
consequences that would make govern-
ment less efficient and less effective.

We rely on agency rulemakings to
protect our children, protect our work-
ers, and protect our economy. The Coa-
lition for Sensible Safeguards, a group
of more than 150 good government,
labor, scientific, faith, health, and
community organizations, sent a letter
to the Oversight Committee. Here is
just a portion of what that letter said:

The Wall Street economic collapse, the
British Petroleum oil spill catastrophe, var-
ious food and product safety recalls, and nu-
merous industrial disasters, including the
Upper Big Branch mine explosion in West
Virginia and the fertilizer plant in West,
Texas, have all dramatically demonstrated
the need for a stronger regulatory system
that is more responsive to the public inter-
est. Congress should be moving forward to
protect the public from harm, not rolling
back the clock and weakening important
safeguards.

Mr. Chairman, now is not the time
for us to be adding unnecessary, bur-
densome requirements to the rule-
making process. Our constituents ex-
pect us to make them safer, not to
make it harder for agencies to keep
them safe.

The bill would give private industry
an unfair advantage in the rulemaking
process. Under this bill, agencies would
be required to consult with corpora-
tions before consulting with customers
who would be protected by the regula-
tions. In fact, the bill requires agencies
to consult with private industry ‘‘be-
fore 1issuance of a proposed rule-
making.”

This means that, for example, if the
Department of Agriculture planned to
propose a new food safety rule, cor-
porate agricultural interests would get
advance access to the rule, and the op-
portunity to shape it, before food safe-
ty groups, children’s health groups,
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doctors, or independent scientists are
able to participate in the process.

I believe that businesses should have
the opportunity to provide comments
on proposed rules. I think it is very im-
portant. They should do it through the
normal public comment process, how-
ever, just like other stakeholders.

The bill also would put independent
agencies in jeopardy of political inter-
ference. The Unfunded Mandates Re-
form Act currently exempts inde-
pendent agencies from its reporting re-
quirements. This bill removes that ex-
emption.

That would mean that independent
regulatory agencies like the Securities
and Exchange Commission would have
to submit their rules to the Office of
Management and Budget for review,
which could undermine their independ-
ence. I plan to offer an amendment to
strike that provision, and I hope it will
be adopted.

This is a well-intended bill with seri-
ous, negative consequences. I urge my
colleagues to oppose it.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. Chairman, I am
submitting for the RECORD letters of
exchange between the Committee on
Oversight and Government Reform and
the Committees on Budget and Judici-
ary and Rules regarding the commit-
tees’ jurisdictional interest in H.R. 899.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON RULES,
Washington, DC, February 11, 2013.
Hon. DARRELL ISSA,
Chairman, Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN ISSA: On July 24, 2013, the
Committee on Oversight and Government
Reform ordered reported H.R. 899, the Un-
funded Mandates Information and Trans-
parency Act of 2013. As you know, the Com-
mittee on Rules was granted an additional
referral upon the bill’s introduction pursu-
ant to the Committee’s jurisdiction under
rule X of the Rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives over rules and joint rules of the
House.

Because of your willingness to consult
with my committee regarding this matter, I
will waive consideration of the bill by the
Rules Committee. By agreeing to waive its
consideration of the bill, the Rules Com-
mittee does not waive its jurisdiction over
H.R. 899. In addition, the Committee on
Rules reserves its authority to seek con-
ferees on any provisions of the bill that are
within its jurisdiction during any House-
Senate conference that may be convened on
this legislation. I ask your commitment to
support any request by the Committee on
Rules for conferees on H.R. 899 or related leg-
islation.

I also request that you include this letter
and your response as part of your commit-
tee’s report on the bill and in the Congres-
sional Record during consideration of the
legislation on the House floor.

Thank you for your attention to these
matters.
Sincerely,
PETE SESSIONS.
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM-
MITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND GOV-
ERNMENT REFORM,

Washington, DC, February 11, 2014.

Hon. PETE SESSIONS,

Chairman, Committee on Rules,

House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your
letter regarding the Rules Committee’s ju-
risdictional interest in H.R. 899, the ‘‘Un-
funded Mandates Information and Trans-
parency Act of 2013,”” and your willingness to
forego consideration of H.R. 899 by your com-
mittee.

I agree that the Committee on Rules has a
valid jurisdictional interest in certain provi-
sions of H.R. 899 and that the Committee’s
jurisdiction will not be adversely affected by
your decision to forego consideration of H.R.
899. As you have requested, I will support
your request for an appropriate appointment
of outside conferees from your Committee in
the event of a House-Senate conference on
this or similar legislation should such a con-
ference be convened.

Finally, I will include a copy of your letter
and this response in the Committee Report
and in the Congressional Record during the
floor comnsideration of this bill. Thank you
again for your cooperation.

Sincerely,
DARRELL ISsA,
Chairman.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET,
Washington, DC, February 11, 2014.

Hon. DARRELL E. IsSA,

Chairman, Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN ISsA: I am writing to you
concerning H.R. 899, the Unfunded Mandates
Information and Transparency Act of 2013.
There are certain provisions in the legisla-
tion which fall within Rule X jurisdiction of
the Committee on the Budget.

In the interest of permitting your com-
mittee to proceed expeditiously to floor con-
sideration of this bill, I am willing to waive
this committee’s right to sequential referral.
I do so with the understanding that by
waiving consideration of the bill the Budget
Committee does not waive any future juris-
dictional claim over the subject matters con-
tained in the bill which fall within its juris-
diction.

Please include a copy of this letter and any
response in the committee report on H.R. 899
as well as in the Congressional Record dur-
ing any floor consideration of this bill.
Thank you for the cooperative spirit in
which you have worked regarding this mat-
ter and others between our respective com-
mittees.

Sincerely,
PAUL RYAN,
Chairman.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM-
MITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND GOV-
ERNMENT REFORM,

Washington, DC, February 11, 2014.

Hon. PAUL RYAN,

Chairman, Committee on the Budget, House of
Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your
letter regarding the Committee on the Budg-
et’s jurisdictional interest in H.R. 899, the
“Unfunded Mandates Information and Trans-
parency Act of 2013, and your willingness to
forego consideration of H.R. 899 by your com-
mittee.

I agree that the Committee on Rules has a
valid jurisdictional interest in certain provi-
sions of H.R. 899 and that the Committee’s
jurisdiction will not be adversely affected by
your decision to forego consideration of H.R.
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899. As you have requested, I will support
your request for an appropriate appointment
of outside conferees from your Committee in
the event of a House-Senate conference on
this or similar legislation should such a con-
ference be convened.

Finally, I will include a copy of your letter
and this response in the Committee Report
and in the Congressional Record during the
floor consideration of this bill. Thank you
again for your cooperation.

Sincerely,
DARRELL ISSA,
Chairman.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Washington, DC, February 11, 2014.
Hon. DARRELL ISSA,
Chairman, Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN ISSA: I am writing con-
cerning H.R. 899, the ‘“‘Unfunded Mandates
Information and Transparency Act of 2013,”
which your Committee ordered reported on
July 24, 2013.

As you know, the Committee on the Judi-
ciary was given an additional referral on this
measure upon introduction. As a result of
your having consulted with the Judiciary
Committee concerning provisions of the bill
that fall within our Rule X jurisdiction, I
agree to discharge the Committee on the Ju-
diciary from further consideration of H.R.
899. The Judiciary Committee takes this ac-
tion with our mutual understanding that, by
foregoing consideration of H.R. 899 at this
time, we do not waive any jurisdiction over
the subject matter contained in this or simi-
lar legislation, and that our committee will
be appropriately consulted and involved as
the bill or similar legislation moves forward.
Our committee also reserves the right to
seek appointment of an appropriate number
of conferees to any House-Senate conference
involving this or similar legislation, and re-
quests your support for any such request.

I would appreciate your response to this
letter confirming this understanding, and
would request that you include a copy of this
letter and your response in the Committee
Report and in the Congressional Record dur-
ing the floor consideration of this bill.
Thank you in advance for your cooperation.

Sincerely,
BOB GOODLATTE,
Chairman.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM-
MITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND GOV-
ERNMENT REFORM,
Washington, DC, February 11, 2014.
Hon. BOB GOODLATTE,
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary,
House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your
letter regarding the Committee on the Judi-
ciary’s jurisdictional interest in H.R. 899, the
“Unfunded Mandates Information and Trans-
parency Act of 2013,”” and your willingness to
forego consideration of H.R. 899 by your com-
mittee.

I agree that the Committee on the Judici-
ary has a valid jurisdictional interest in cer-
tain provisions of H.R. 899 and that the Com-
mittee’s jurisdiction will not be adversely af-
fected by your decision to forego consider-
ation of H.R. 899. As you have requested, I
will support your request for an appropriate
appointment of outside conferees from your
Committee in the event of a House-Senate
conference on this or similar legislation
should such a conference be convened.

Finally, I will include a copy of your letter
and this response in the Committee Report
and in the Congressional Record during the
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floor consideration of this bill. Thank you
again for your cooperation.
Sincerely,
DARRELL ISSA,
Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
IssA), the chairman of the Oversight
and Government Reform Committee.

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Chairman, let me start
off on a positive note. The positive
note is the regular order in which we
bring this important legislation. We
have held 11 full committee hearings,
30 subcommittee hearings, produced
three full staff reports.

Between the work of Chairman JOR-
DAN, Chairman LANKFORD and Con-
gresswoman FOXX on this legislation,
there have been countless thousands of
hours of hard work to figure the right
way to say it to make sure it is narrow
and consistent with multiple Presi-
dents’ policies of both parties.

This legislation is filled with bipar-
tisan support on each of the bills. This
is, in fact, not a Republican or a Demo-
cratic idea.

Mr. Chairman, that ends the positive
part. I just listened to my ranking
member in opposition, and I was
shocked—shocked—that he would talk
in terms of rulemaking shouldn’t have
the interference of the private sector.
Customers should not look at their
supplier being involved in the produc-
tion of the regulation. Locking out
people who have to manufacture the
goods, produce the labels, comply with
the law in the process is exactly what
is wrong in government today.
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Mr. Chairman, the American people
know full well that a regulation is a
law; a rule is a law. The idea that laws
are produced in private with often spe-
cial interest groups on one side only at
the table and then put out as a take it
or leave it, fight it if you can, is the
absurdity of the regulatory state.

Mr. Chairman, this commonsense re-
form is perhaps too little, rather than
too much, because, Mr. Chairman, the
lawmaking that is going on in the ex-
ecutive branch, including those so-
called independent agencies, is inde-
pendent of our responsibility, as Mem-
bers of Congress.

We are supposed to make the laws,
and we are supposed to make them in
the clear light of day, with all sides
having an opportunity to be heard.

Rulemaking for too long has been, in
fact, done in secret, shown up without
any input, and then those very manu-
facturers and producers and growers—
the regulated—have the option of try-
ing to come here and asking us to
strike down or slow down the speed of
some ill-conceived regulation.

So this important legislation—some-
thing that President Obama supported,
something President Clinton sup-
ported, something that people in the
executive branch understand needs to
happen—needs to pass here today. I
strongly urge the passage of this bill,
this bipartisan legislation.
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I thank Chairman LANKFORD, and I
thank Congresswoman FOXX.

Mr. CUMMINGS. I yield 4 minutes to
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
CLAY), a distinguished member of the
committee.

Mr. CLAY. I thank the gentleman
from Maryland for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
H.R. 899, the curiously named TUn-
funded Mandates Information and
Transparency Act. As a senior member
of the Oversight and Government Re-
form Committee, which passed this ill-
conceived omnibus lobbyist gift bag on
a strictly partisan vote, I can assure
you that the only thing transparent
about this bill are the invisible bene-
fits it promises to help our economy.

It is shameful that the majority
would advance reckless legislation like
this, which would seriously obstruct
and weaken the Federal Government’s
ability to protect clean air and water,
ensure a safe workplace, safeguard the
purity of our food supply, provide safe
medications and medical devices for
the sick and injured, and protect con-
sumers from predatory practices that
have already caused so much pain
across this country.

This bill puts corporate profits ahead
of protecting workers and consumers.
It would shackle key Federal agencies,
like OSHA, the FCC, the Mine Safety
and Health Administration, and CFPB.
It assumes that the ability to regulate
is always an evil to be evaded, delayed,
or defeated.

It would give business interests ad-
vance notice of proposed regulations,
but would exclude workers and the
public from deliberations. My friends,
that is not transparency. That is not
good for our economy; and it is a pre-
scription for more fraud and abuse,
more environmental disaster, and more
workplace accidents.

H.R. 899 would greatly undermine the
independence of Federal agencies that
the American people depend on to keep
them safe at home and at work and to
give them a fair shake in the economy.
This bill is not a job creator.

It is a gift-wrapped offering to spe-
cial interest lobbyists who advocate for
no new rules, no regulation, and no
consequences for their clients, regard-
less of how much damage they have
caused.

H.R. 899 would not only delay or halt
the rulemaking process by adding
time-consuming and redundant proce-
dures, it would also strip away the
public’s right to petition agencies when
they fail to act. These proposals would
severely undermine our Nation’s abil-
ity to establish and enforce reasonable
health, safety, and environmental
standards.

Given the multiple health and safety
disasters in communities and work-
places across the country that have oc-
curred since the beginning of the year,
it is hard to believe that the majority
would attempt to weaken standards
and safeguards for the public.

You know, Mr. Chairman, recently,
the director of the CFPB, Richard
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Cordray, came before Congress—testi-
fied before Congress and told us that he
knows there are no perfect rules in
government; and there is a process for
Members of this body to challenge
those rules and appeal for changes in
the rules.

We should follow that process and
not come up with flawed legislation
like this.

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 6 minutes to the gentlelady from
North Carolina (Ms. FOxXX), who is the
author of H.R. 899 and has worked on
this concept for years, to try to repair
the inconsistencies in the original law.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Oklahoma for
yielding and for shepherding this bill
through the committee.

I am especially grateful to the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
LANKFORD) for his tireless efforts on
behalf of this legislation; not only I,
but the people of this country owe him
a great debt of gratitude.

I also want to commend him for em-
ploying such a wonderful staff. They
have been a real pleasure to work with
and have been devoted to getting this
legislation passed.

I want to recognize the efforts of
Chairman IsSsA and his staff at the
Oversight and Government Reform
Committee, including his eloquent
comments today. They have provided
my office with five-star service.

Finally, I want to recognize my es-
teemed Democrat colleagues, LORETTA
SANCHEZ, MIKE MCINTYRE, and COLLIN
PETERSON. I am very grateful for their
support and wise counsel. They realize
that this legislation does not stop the
Federal Government from adopting
regulations.

And I am, frankly, shocked at the al-
legations by some of our colleagues on
the other side who say this is going to
stop the Federal Government from reg-
ulating and putting in commonsense
rules and regulations.

If you look up the definition of
“‘straw dog’ in the dictionary, the ar-
guments against this legislation this
morning would fit the bill.

Every year, Mr. Chairman, Wash-
ington imposes thousands of pages of
rules and regulations on America’s
small businesses and local govern-
ments. Hidden in those pages are costly
mandates that make it harder for com-
panies to hire and for cash-strapped
States, counties, and cities to Kkeep
streets safe and parks clean.

Republicans and Democrats alike
agree that each regulation the Federal
Government hands down should be de-
liberative and economically defensible.
This bill, H.R. 899, will ensure public
and bureaucratic awareness about the
cost in dollars and in jobs that Federal
dictates pose to the economy and local
governments.

There is precedent for bipartisanship
on this issue. In 1995, Members from
both parties supported and President
Clinton signed the Unfunded Mandates
Reform Act, UMRA, which sought to
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expose Washington’s abuse of unfunded
Federal mandates.

The 1995 bill was designed to force
the Federal Government to estimate
how much its mandates would cost
local governments and employers, not
to prevent it from regulating, but to
make sure its regulations were fair and
efficient.

For the most part, the 1995 law has
worked very well; but over the years,
weaknesses in that law have been re-
vealed—weaknesses that some govern-
ment agencies and independent regu-
latory bodies have exploited.

My bill, the Unfunded Mandates In-
formation and Transparency Act, will
correct these oversights and put some
weight behind UMRA to ensure no gov-
ernment body purposefully or acciden-
tally skirts public scrutiny when jobs
and scarce resources are at stake.

H.R. 899, Mr. Chairman, has bipar-
tisan DNA. It codifies administrative
fixes championed by Presidents Clinton
and Obama and promotes good govern-
ment, accountability, and trans-
parency, something we all believe in.
For these reasons, I urge my colleagues
to support this commonsense bipar-
tisan bill.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3% minutes to the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. CONNOLLY), a mem-
ber of our committee.

Mr. CONNOLLY. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the distinguished ranking mem-
ber of the Oversight and Government
Reform Committee, my good friend
from Maryland, ELIJAH CUMMINGS.

Mr. Chairman, I was listening to my
good friend, Ms. FoxX from North Caro-
lina; and I don’t doubt her commit-
ment to try to rein in unfunded man-
dates, and I certainly supported the
1995 effort, as somebody working at
that time in local government, because
local governments are burdened with
many unfunded Federal mandates. No
Child Left Behind, for example, comes
to mind.

This legislation before us today, how-
ever, is not a simple extension of un-
funded mandates. It is something else.
Mr. Chairman, any lingering doubt
about this week’s Republican assault,
which is orchestrated on the regu-
latory process as designed to benefit
corporate interests, should be laid to
rest with this bill.

Agencies are already required to con-
sult with any interested party during
the rulemaking process through a ro-
bust public participation and comment
period. This bill, however, would single
out private sector special interests and
give them special treatment and an un-
fair advantage by requiring agencies to
consult with them before a rule is even
proposed.

The bill further subverts existing law
by opening the door for opponents of
regulation or delay to invalidate rules
through frivolous litigation. Current
law expressly prohibits the courts from
blocking a new rule based on the advo-
cacy of an agency’s analysis. This bill
would expand judicial review to give
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for-profit special interests a new tool
to tie up regulations with unnecessary
litigation.

I would remind my friends on the
other side of the aisle that agencies are
currently required by existing law and
executive order to consider all regu-
latory alternatives to promote flexi-
bility and to promulgate regulations
based on a reasonable determination
that the benefits, in fact, justify the
costs. That is already in existing law.

Agencies are also required to conduct
cost-benefit analyses and increase pub-
lic participation for all interested par-
ties, not just corporate special inter-
ests. Of course, House Republicans also
fail to acknowledge that the Obama ad-
ministration has directed agencies to
harmonize rulemaking across agencies
and conduct a systematic review of ex-
isting regulations to reduce outdated
or redundant rules.

Mr. Chairman, if my Republican
friends really want to do something
meaningful about unfunded mandates,
they could work with us to correct the
historic failures of the Federal Govern-
ment to meet its financial obligations
to our cash-strapped State and local
partners, rather than catering to spe-
cial, big corporate interests with well-
paid lobbyists.

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. WOODALL).

Mr. WOODALL. I thank my friend
from Oklahoma for yielding, Mr. Chair-
man, and I appreciate his leadership on
the Oversight and Government Reform
Committee.

He has only been in this institution
for 3 years, but he brought with him,
when he came, a heart of service that
he has been applying his entire life-
time; and it is that heart of service
that I think has enabled him to work
in a bipartisan way across the aisle.

I will say that it is not without a
heavy heart, Mr. Chairman, that I hear
folks talk about a Republican assault,
a majority this, conservatives that;
there are some things that happen in
this institution that are party line
events. There are things that happen in
this institution that are Republicans
driving in one way and Democrats driv-
ing in the other.

But this is an openness bill today,
and by its very introduction, Mr.
Chairman—I have a copy of the bill
here; it is available for anyone to read
online—the very first thing they will
see when they open up this piece of leg-
islation are the men and women who
came together to offer it.

Now, one of those people is my good
friend, the chairman of the sub-
committee, Mr. LANKFORD from OKkla-
homa; but so, too, is the gentlelady
from California, LORETTA SANCHEZ,
who believes in this piece of legisla-
tion—not just believes it passing on
the floor today, but believes in being a
part of the process that drives this for-
ward.
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Yes, we heard from my friend, VIR-
GINIA FOXX, Republican from North
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Carolina, but also among the original
cosponsors bringing this legislation
forward, MIKE MCINTYRE, Democrat,
from North Carolina.

Mr. Chairman, this bill is about one
thing and one thing only, and that is
providing more information and more
transparency to all the stakeholders in
the process. There are things that are
worth doing and there are things that
are worth using the power of govern-
ment to do, but if we are proud of what
those things are, we should be proud of
sharing that information.

When you get in a car today, Mr.
Chairman, there are airbags every-
where. I can’t even count the number
of airbags when I rent a car these days.
0Old cars that folks drive, they don’t
have them, but the new cars do. I don’t
know what it costs to put that airbag
in. I don’t know what it cost to pro-
mulgate that regulation. I would like
to know. But I promise you that, if we
were to look at those numbers, we
would say it is worth it. It is worth it.

Regulatory burdens on this econ-
omy—and we are seeing GDP revised
down again today, Mr. Chairman—are
undeniable. Maybe they are worth it,
but the burden is undeniable. Let’s just
tell folks what that burden is, and then
let’s come together and decide whether
or not it is something worth doing.

This is not a partisan bill today, Mr.
Chairman; this is a bipartisan bill. This
isn’t about hiding the ball today; this
is about transparency. This bill is not
about dividing folks; this is about,
again, what my friend from Oklahoma
has been about since the day he showed
up in this institution, and that is
bringing people together around tough
challenges, but challenges that this in-
stitution can rise to do.

I am very proud of the many, many
hearings that have been held, the
many, many hours of effort that have
been invested, and I am pleased to sup-
port this legislation on the floor here
today, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, may
I inquire as to how much time each
side has remaining?

The CHAIR. The gentleman from
Maryland has 18 minutes remaining.
The gentleman from Oklahoma has 15
minutes remaining.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, one of the most prob-
lematic provisions of this bill is the
section that expands judicial review
under the Unfunded Mandates Reform
Act, also known as UMRA. UMRA cur-
rently allows a party to challenge in
court whether an agency performed the
written statement required under
UMRA describing the agency’s anal-
ysis. A court may require the agency
to prepare the written statement if the
agency fails to do so. The law explic-
itly provides, however, that a court
cannot use the inadequacy of an agen-
cy’s UMRA statement or an agency’s
failure to prepare a written statement
as a basis to hold up a rule.
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Here is what the statute says:

The inadequacy or failure to prepare such
a statement, including the inadequacy or
failure to prepare any estimate, analysis,
statement, or description or written plan
shall not be used as a basis for staying, en-
joining, invalidating, or otherwise affecting
such agency rule.

The bill would change the statute to
allow courts to review the adequacy of
an agency’s analysis under UMRA and
to allow rules to be delayed or invali-
dated based on the inadequacy of an
agency’s statement. This clearly con-
tradicts the intent of the original stat-
ute.

The administration issued a State-
ment of Administration Policy just
yesterday saying that, if H.R. 899 were
presented to the President in its cur-
rent form, he would veto the legisla-
tion.

The statement said:

H.R. 899 would unnecessarily add to the al-
ready robust analytical and procedural re-
quirements of the rulemaking process. In
particular, H.R. 899 would create needless
grounds for judicial review, unduly slowing
the regulatory process, and, in addition, it
would add layers of procedural steps that
would interfere with the agency’s priority
setting and compliance with statutory man-
dates.

There is another allegation that has
been made that I want to address, and
that is the allegation that there has
been a tsunami of rules issued under
President Obama. This is simply inac-
curate. President Bush issued 14,387
rules in his first 4 years in office. Presi-
dent Obama issued 13,238 in his first
term. That is over 1,000 fewer rules
than President Bush issued in the same
period of time.

According to the Government Ac-
countability Office, agencies published
the lowest numbers of rules in 2012
since GAO began keeping data in 1997.
GAO found that the first half of 2013
was also on pace to be another record
low year. The Office of Management
and Budget in its draft 2013 report to
Congress on benefits and costs of Fed-
eral regulations compared rulemakings
across the 4 years of the Clinton, Bush,
and Obama presidencies. Rules issued
in the first 4 years of President
Obama’s administration had a net ben-
efit of approximately $159 billion. ‘‘Net
benefit’”” means the benefits of the rule
minus the cost. Rules issued in the
first term of President Bush’s adminis-
tration had a net benefit of $60 billion,
and rules under President Clinton’s
first term had a net benefit of $30 bil-
lion. That means that the rules under
President Obama had a bigger net ben-
efit than the Bush administration and
the Clinton administration combined.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I will con-
tinue to reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. Chairman, I
want to make a few brief comments. I
yield myself as much time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I wanted to have the
opportunity to be able to just dialogue
a little bit about some of the things we
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just heard about, things like judicial
review.

It is a belief of many people on this
side of the aisle and the other side of
the aisle that agencies are not infal-
lible. They do make mistakes at times,
and there are times that an agency will
make an estimate on a cost, and it is,
let’s say, $90 million, just under the
$100 million threshold. And someone
wants to challenge it and says, how did
you do the math on that that you
ended up just under the major rule
threshold?

There is a reason to be able to go
back and evaluate some of these things
and to have the opportunity to go
through a judicial review so in a mo-
ment of judicial review there can be a
conversation to say, let’s check the
math before these decisions are made
to be able to evaluate, because there
has been a large increase in major
rules. And while I understand that
around election time there was a slow-
down of regulations that came up, if
you look at the first 5 years of this ad-
ministration, of their 13,000 rules that
were promulgated, 330 of them are clas-
sified as major rules—330 of those,
major rules—defined as having an esti-
mated annual economic impact of $100
million or more.

It is a very serious issue to be able to
put that many new rules with that
large of an impact. It does have a
change. And while I understand that
some would say this benefits to the
economy, what has happened is, year
after year for the last several years,
CBO comes back and looks at our long-
term economic forecast and gives a
slower forecast.

In 2014 again, they have come out and
said that, in this current economy with
what is happening, it is another slow-
down and another over $1 trillion loss
in our economy that CBO has esti-
mated over the next 10 years because
the economy continues to slow down.
We are just asking the question, is it
possible? Because so many major regu-
lations are coming out and no one has
had a check on that.

With that, Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to my colleague from North
Carolina (Mr. MEADOWS).

Mr. MEADOWS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from Oklahoma
for his leadership and for his passion.

This is one of those areas, quite
frankly, as we look at unfunded man-
dates, that is taking the power from
Washington, D.C., and giving it back to
the elected officials in our States, our
county governments, and our cities.

The gentleman from Virginia, from
the other side, earlier said that cer-
tainly he supported this when he was a
local official elected there in Virginia,
and rightly so. Because I can share a
personal story, Mr. Chairman, from a
senator, Jim Davis, from my home
State who was a county commissioner
and now a State senator. I asked him,
why do you have such a hard time bal-
ancing the budget here in the State?
And he gave me two words: unfunded
mandates.
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Why is that? Because we continue to
pass regulation after regulation after
regulation, send them down to the
States and ask the States to deal with
them. The States say, well, we don’t
have money to implement this. They
send it even further, to the county gov-
ernments. So what happens is that
property taxes go up at the local level,
State income taxes go up there, all be-
cause we believe that we know what is
best here in Washington, D.C., on how
to implement rules and regulations.

Mr. Chairman, I would suggest that
during the first term of the Obama ad-
ministration we saw a 10 percent in-
crease in regulatory budgets. Now, that
is a 10 percent increase in regulatory
budgets when the average American
hardworking taxpayer saw their budg-
ets go down.

There is something wrong with this,
Mr. Chairman. And as we start to look
at this, there was a study in 2011—a
study in 2011—that said, with each 5
percent reduction in regulatory proc-
ess, you can create 1.2 million jobs.
Well, Mr. Chairman, we have a problem
with creating jobs here, and this is a
commonsense solution to rein in what
is happening here in Washington, D.C.,
and allow that control to go back to
the States and local government.

So the bottom line, Mr. Chairman, is
this: to vote against this is a vote that
says that we know better how to do
business here in Washington, D.C.,
than the elected officials in State,
county, and local governments. I can
tell you that the best decisions are
made at those local and State levels. I
think it is high time that we come
back and roll it back in this simple
process to make sure that these regu-
latory reforms and the unfunded man-
dates that accompany them truly are
not a burden on those hardworking
American taxpayers.

Mr. CUMMINGS. I would like to in-
quire as to whether the other side has
additional speakers.

Mr. LANKFORD. We do not, sir. We
are prepared to close.

Mr. CUMMINGS. So, therefore, Mr.
Chairman, I will close. I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, in closing, I want to
go back to the legislative history of
the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of
1995, the law that would be amended by
this bill today. The Senate report on
the bill that was signed into law said:

The primary purpose of S. 1, the Unfunded
Mandate Reform Act of 1995, is to start the
process of redefining the relationship be-
tween the Federal Government and State,
local, and tribal governments. In addition,
the bill would require an assessment of legis-
lative and regulatory proposals on the pri-
vate sector. The bill accomplishes this pur-
pose by ensuring that the impact of legisla-
tive and regulatory proposals on those gov-
ernments and the private sector are given
full consideration in Congress and the execu-
tive branch before they are acted upon.

The bill we are considering today
goes far beyond the purposes of the
original law. This bill goes beyond sim-
ply ensuring that the Federal Govern-
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ment considers the potential impact of
a regulation on State and local govern-
ments or the private sector. Instead,
the bill would put the interests of cor-
porations ahead of the interests of our
own constituents. Something is wrong
with that picture.

Members should vote against this
bill, Mr. Chairman, and I yield back
the balance of my time.
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Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I encourage my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle to support this bill. It
is a simple, straightforward bill that
asks a couple of quick questions: Do
the people of America work for the
Federal Government, or does the Fed-
eral Government work for the people of
America? It is a straightforward ques-
tion. This bill requires that the Federal
Government and every agency have a
conversation with the people they reg-
ulate to make sure that they actually
understand what they are doing when
they regulate.

I understand full well, there are plen-
ty of well-meaning people here in
Washington, D.C., who are serving our
Nation faithfully, but they do not
know every State in the country. They
don’t know every business in the coun-
try. That is not what they do full time.
They manage here for the Federal Gov-
ernment full time, but they are given
the responsibility to be able to promul-
gate rules and regulations that they
may or may not have any idea even
how that will be accomplished when
they get there, or the real cost of that.
The estimates that occasionally come
up for the different costs we find out
later are much, much higher than were
ever estimated by a Federal agency.

So this bill does a few things.

In 1995, we said we are not going to
put unfunded mandates on cities,
States, and counties or tribes unless
there is a compelling reason to do so,
and then we could override and do that.
This bill says that should be true of the
American people as a whole, that we
should not pour out some unfunded
mandates across the entire economy
unless there is some compelling reason
to do so, and then Congress still has
the authority to do that at that point,
if needed.

This also says there should be some
sort of judicial review so if someone in
some agency makes a mistake, which
we all as humans do, there is an oppor-
tunity to be able to respond to that,
and an outlet where they can go to get
justification for that, rather than hav-
ing to go back to the agency that cre-
ated the rule to say, Would you please
change it? They say, No, but you can
appeal it to the person in the cubicle
next to me, appeal it to them. They
says let’s go to an outside entity. That
seems to be an American system, that
when you have a difference of opinion,
you have an opportunity to be able to
resolve that with someone outside the
system.
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This is an opportunity to reconnect
the Federal Government back to the
people that we are sent to represent
and to say it is essential that we close
the loopholes that exempt out some
agencies, that we close the loopholes
that allow agencies to move forward on
putting down major regulations with-
out evaluating those things, and we
allow a distinct opportunity for the
American people and their own govern-
ment to have dialogue again and to say
if we are going to resolve our dif-
ferences on this and we are going to
provide safety and security for people
across the Nation, let’s do it together
in the least costly, least burdensome
way possible.

I support this bill, and I encourage
my colleagues to stand with me to pro-
vide greater transparency and greater
conversation to the American people
and their own government.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. WOMACK). All
time for general debate has expired.

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be
considered for amendment under the 5-
minute rule, and shall be considered as
read.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 899

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“Unfunded
Mandates Information and Transparency Act
of 2013,

SEC. 2. PURPOSE.

The purpose of this Act is—

(1) to improve the quality of the delibera-
tions of Congress with respect to proposed
Federal mandates by—

(A) providing Congress and the public with
more complete information about the effects
of such mandates; and

(B) ensuring that Congress acts on such
mandates only after focused deliberation on
their effects; and

(2) to enhance the ability of Congress and
the public to identify Federal mandates that
may impose undue harm on consumers,
workers, employers, small businesses, and
State, local, and tribal governments.

SEC. 3. PROVIDING FOR CONGRESSIONAL BUDG-
ET OFFICE STUDIES ON POLICIES IN-
VOLVING CHANGES IN CONDITIONS
OF GRANT AID.

Section 202(g) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 602(g)) is amended by
adding at the end the following new para-
graph:

“(3) ADDITIONAL STUDIES.—At the request
of any Chairman or ranking member of the
minority of a Committee of the Senate or
the House of Representatives, the Director
shall conduct an assessment comparing the
authorized level of funding in a bill or reso-
lution to the prospective costs of carrying
out any changes to a condition of Federal as-
sistance being imposed on State, local, or
tribal governments participating in the Fed-
eral assistance program concerned or, in the
case of a bill or joint resolution that author-
izes such sums as are necessary, an assess-
ment of an estimated level of funding com-
pared to such costs.”’.

SEC. 4. CLARIFYING THE DEFINITION OF DIRECT
COSTS TO REFLECT CONGRES-
SIONAL BUDGET OFFICE PRACTICE.

Section 421(3) of the Congressional Budget

Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 658(3)(A)(1)) is amended—
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(1) in subparagraph (A)({), by inserting
‘““‘incur or”’ before ‘‘be required’’; and

(2) in subparagraph (B), by inserting after
‘“to spend’’ the following: ‘‘or could forgo in
profits, including costs passed on to con-
sumers or other entities taking into account,
to the extent practicable, behavioral
changes,”’.

SEC. 5. EXPANDING THE SCOPE OF REPORTING
REQUIREMENTS TO INCLUDE REGU-
LATIONS IMPOSED BY INDE-
PENDENT REGULATORY AGENCIES.

Paragraph (1) of section 421 of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 658) is
amended by striking ‘‘, but does not include
independent regulatory agencies’ and insert-
ing ‘‘, except it does not include the Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve System or
the Federal Open Market Committee”.

SEC. 6. AMENDMENTS TO REPLACE OFFICE OF
MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET WITH
OFFICE OF INFORMATION AND REG-
ULATORY AFFAIRS.

The Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995
(Public Law 104-4; 2 U.S.C. 1511 et seq.) is
amended—

(1) in section 103(c) (2 U.S.C. 1511(c))—

(A) in the subsection heading, by striking
“OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET” and
inserting ‘‘OFFICE OF INFORMATION AND REGU-
LATORY AFFAIRS”’; and

(B) by striking ‘“‘Director of the Office of
Management and Budget’ and inserting ‘“Ad-
ministrator of the Office of Information and
Regulatory Affairs’’;

(2) in section 205(c) (2 U.S.C. 15635(c))—

(A) in the subsection heading, by striking
“OMB”’; and

(B) by striking ‘“‘Director of the Office of
Management and Budget’ and inserting ‘“Ad-
ministrator of the Office of Information and
Regulatory Affairs’’; and

(3) in section 206 (2 U.S.C. 15636), by striking
“Director of the Office of Management and
Budget’ and inserting ‘‘Administrator of the
Office of Information and Regulatory Af-
fairs”.

SEC. 7. APPLYING SUBSTANTIVE POINT OF
ORDER TO PRIVATE SECTOR MAN-
DATES.

Section 425(a)(2) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 658d(a)(2)) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘Federal intergovernmental
mandates” and inserting ‘‘Federal man-
dates’’; and

(2) by inserting ‘‘or 424(b)(1)” after ‘‘sec-
tion 424(a)(1)”.

SEC. 8. REGULATORY PROCESS AND PRINCIPLES.

Section 201 of the Unfunded Mandates Re-
form Act of 1995 (2 U.S.C. 1531) is amended to
read as follows:

“SEC. 201. REGULATORY PROCESS
CIPLES.

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—Each agency shall, un-
less otherwise expressly prohibited by law,
assess the effects of Federal regulatory ac-
tions on State, local, and tribal governments
and the private sector (other than to the ex-
tent that such regulatory actions incor-
porate requirements specifically set forth in
law) in accordance with the following prin-
ciples:

‘(1) Each agency shall identify the prob-
lem that it intends to address (including, if
applicable, the failures of private markets or
public institutions that warrant new agency
action) as well as assess the significance of
that problem.

‘“(2) Each agency shall examine whether
existing regulations (or other law) have cre-
ated, or contributed to, the problem that a
new regulation is intended to correct and
whether those regulations (or other law)
should be modified to achieve the intended
goal of regulation more effectively.

‘(3) Each agency shall identify and assess
available alternatives to direct regulation,
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including providing economic incentives to
encourage the desired behavior, such as user
fees or marketable permits, or providing in-
formation upon which choices can be made
by the public.

‘“(4) If an agency determines that a regula-
tion is the best available method of achiev-
ing the regulatory objective, it shall design
its regulations in the most cost-effective
manner to achieve the regulatory objective.
In doing so, each agency shall consider in-
centives for innovation, consistency, predict-
ability, the costs of enforcement and compli-
ance (to the government, regulated entities,
and the public), flexibility, distributive im-
pacts, and equity.

‘“(5) Each agency shall assess both the
costs and the benefits of the intended regula-
tion and, recognizing that some costs and
benefits are difficult to quantify, propose or
adopt a regulation, unless expressly prohib-
ited by law, only upon a reasoned determina-
tion that the benefits of the intended regula-
tion justify its costs.

‘(6) Each agency shall base its decisions on
the best reasonably obtainable scientific,
technical, economic, and other information
concerning the need for, and consequences
of, the intended regulation.

“(7) Each agency shall identify and assess
alternative forms of regulation and shall, to
the extent feasible, specify performance ob-
jectives, rather than specifying the behavior
or manner of compliance that regulated enti-
ties must adopt.

‘“(8) BEach agency shall avoid regulations
that are inconsistent, incompatible, or dupli-
cative with its other regulations or those of
other Federal agencies.

“(9) Each agency shall tailor its regula-
tions to minimize the costs of the cumu-
lative impact of regulations.

‘“(10) Each agency shall draft its regula-
tions to be simple and easy to understand,
with the goal of minimizing the potential for
uncertainty and litigation arising from such
uncertainty.

“(b) REGULATORY ACTION DEFINED.—In this
section, the term ‘regulatory action’ means
any substantive action by an agency (nor-
mally published in the Federal Register)
that promulgates or is expected to lead to
the promulgation of a final rule or regula-
tion, including advance notices of proposed
rulemaking and notices of proposed rule-
making.”.

SEC. 9. EXPANDING THE SCOPE OF STATEMENTS
TO ACCOMPANY SIGNIFICANT REGU-
LATORY ACTIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section
202 of the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of
1995 (2 U.S.C. 1532) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—Unless otherwise ex-
pressly prohibited by law, before promul-
gating any general notice of proposed rule-
making or any final rule, or within six
months after promulgating any final rule
that was not preceded by a general notice of
proposed rulemaking, if the proposed rule-
making or final rule includes a Federal man-
date that may result in an annual effect on
State, local, or tribal governments, or to the
private sector, in the aggregate of
$100,000,000 or more in any 1 year, the agency
shall prepare a written statement containing
the following:

‘(1) The text of the draft proposed rule-
making or final rule, together with a reason-
ably detailed description of the need for the
proposed rulemaking or final rule and an ex-
planation of how the proposed rulemaking or
final rule will meet that need.

‘(2) An assessment of the potential costs
and benefits of the proposed rulemaking or
final rule, including an explanation of the
manner in which the proposed rulemaking or
final rule is consistent with a statutory re-
quirement and avoids undue interference
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with State, local, and tribal governments in
the exercise of their governmental functions.

“(3) A qualitative and quantitative assess-
ment, including the underlying analysis, of
benefits anticipated from the proposed rule-
making or final rule (such as the promotion
of the efficient functioning of the economy
and private markets, the enhancement of
health and safety, the protection of the nat-
ural environment, and the elimination or re-
duction of discrimination or bias).

‘‘(4) A qualitative and quantitative assess-
ment, including the underlying analysis, of
costs anticipated from the proposed rule-
making or final rule (such as the direct costs
both to the Government in administering the
final rule and to businesses and others in
complying with the final rule, and any ad-
verse effects on the efficient functioning of
the economy, private markets (including
productivity, employment, and international
competitiveness), health, safety, and the
natural environment);

‘(6) Estimates by the agency, if and to the
extent that the agency determines that ac-
curate estimates are reasonably feasible,
of—

‘““(A) the future compliance costs of the
Federal mandate; and

‘““(B) any disproportionate budgetary ef-
fects of the Federal mandate upon any par-
ticular regions of the Nation or particular
State, local, or tribal governments, urban or
rural or other types of communities, or par-
ticular segments of the private sector.

““(6)(A) A detailed description of the extent
of the agency’s prior consultation with the
private sector and elected representatives
(under section 204) of the affected State,
local, and tribal governments.

‘““(B) A detailed summary of the comments
and concerns that were presented by the pri-
vate sector and State, local, or tribal govern-
ments either orally or in writing to the
agency.

“(C) A detailed summary of the agency’s
evaluation of those comments and concerns.

“(7) A detailed summary of how the agency
complied with each of the regulatory prin-
ciples described in section 201.”.

(b) REQUIREMENT FOR DETAILED SUM-
MARY.—Subsection (b) of section 202 of such
Act is amended by inserting ‘‘detailed” be-
fore ‘“‘summary’’.

SEC. 10. ENHANCED STAKEHOLDER CONSULTA-
TON.

Section 204 of the Unfunded Mandates Re-
form Act of 1995 (2 U.S.C. 1534) is amended—

(1) in the section heading, by inserting
‘‘AND PRIVATE SECTOR’’ before ‘‘INPUT’’;

(2) in subsection (a)—

(A) by inserting ‘‘, and impacted parties
within the private sector (including small
business),”” after ‘‘on their behalf)’’;

(B) by striking ‘‘Federal intergovern-
mental mandates” and inserting ‘‘Federal
mandates’; and

(3) by amending subsection (c) to read as
follows:

‘“(c) GUIDELINES.—For appropriate imple-
mentation of subsections (a) and (b) con-
sistent with applicable laws and regulations,
the following guidelines shall be followed:

‘(1) Consultations shall take place as early
as possible, before issuance of a notice of
proposed rulemaking, continue through the
final rule stage, and be integrated explicitly
into the rulemaking process.

‘‘(2) Agencies shall consult with a wide va-
riety of State, local, and tribal officials and
impacted parties within the private sector
(including small businesses). Geographic, po-
litical, and other factors that may differen-
tiate varying points of view should be con-
sidered.

‘“(3) Agencies should estimate benefits and
costs to assist with these consultations. The
scope of the consultation should reflect the
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cost and significance of the Federal mandate
being considered.

‘“(4) Agencies shall, to the extent prac-
ticable—

‘“(A) seek out the views of State, local, and
tribal governments, and impacted parties
within the private sector (including small
business), on costs, benefits, and risks; and

‘“(B) solicit ideas about alternative meth-
ods of compliance and potential flexibilities,
and input on whether the Federal regulation
will harmonize with and not duplicate simi-
lar laws in other levels of government.

‘“(5) Consultations shall address the cumu-
lative impact of regulations on the affected
entities.

‘“(6) Agencies may accept electronic sub-
missions of comments by relevant parties
but may not use those comments as the sole
method of satisfying the guidelines in this
subsection.”.

SEC. 11. NEW AUTHORITIES AND RESPONSIBIL-
ITIES FOR OFFICE OF INFORMATION
AND REGULATORY AFFAIRS.

Section 208 of the Unfunded Mandates Re-
form Act of 1995 (2 U.S.C. 1538) is amended to
read as follows:

“SEC. 208. OFFICE OF INFORMATION AND REGU-
LATORY AFFAIRS RESPONSIBIL-
ITIES.

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of
the Office of Information and Regulatory Af-
fairs shall provide meaningful guidance and
oversight so that each agency’s regulations
for which a written statement is required
under section 202 are consistent with the
principles and requirements of this title, as
well as other applicable laws, and do not con-
flict with the policies or actions of another
agency. If the Administrator determines
that an agency’s regulations for which a
written statement is required under section
202 do not comply with such principles and
requirements, are not consistent with other
applicable laws, or conflict with the policies
or actions of another agency, the Adminis-
trator shall identify areas of non-compli-
ance, notify the agency, and request that the
agency comply before the agency finalizes
the regulation concerned.

‘“(b) ANNUAL STATEMENTS TO CONGRESS ON
AGENCY COMPLIANCE.—The Director of the
Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs
annually shall submit to Congress, including
the Committee on Homeland Security and
Governmental Affairs of the Senate and the
Committee on Oversight and Government
Reform of the House of Representatives, a
written report detailing compliance by each
agency with the requirements of this title
that relate to regulations for which a writ-
ten statement is required by section 202, in-
cluding activities undertaken at the request
of the Director to improve compliance, dur-
ing the preceding reporting period. The re-
port shall also contain an appendix detailing
compliance by each agency with section
204.”.

SEC. 12. RETROSPECTIVE ANALYSIS OF EXISTING
FEDERAL REGULATIONS.

The Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995
(Public Law 104-4; 2 U.S.C. 1511 et seq.) is
amended—

(1) by redesignating section 209 as section
210; and

(2) by inserting after section 208 the fol-
lowing new section 209:

“SEC. 209. RETROSPECTIVE ANALYSIS OF EXIST-
ING FEDERAL REGULATIONS.

‘‘(a) REQUIREMENT.—At the request of the
chairman or ranking minority member of a
standing or select committee of the House of
Representatives or the Senate, an agency
shall conduct a retrospective analysis of an
existing Federal regulation promulgated by
an agency.

“(b) REPORT.—Each agency conducting a
retrospective analysis of existing Federal
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regulations pursuant to subsection (a) shall
submit to the chairman of the relevant com-
mittee, Congress, and the Comptroller Gen-
eral a report containing, with respect to
each Federal regulation covered by the anal-
ysis—

‘(1) a copy of the Federal regulation;

‘“(2) the continued need for the Federal reg-
ulation;

‘‘(3) the nature of comments or complaints
received concerning the Federal regulation
from the public since the Federal regulation
was promulgated;

‘“(4) the extent to which the Federal regu-
lation overlaps, duplicates, or conflicts with
other Federal regulations, and, to the extent
feasible, with State and local governmental
rules;

‘“(6) the degree to which technology, eco-
nomic conditions, or other factors have
changed in the area affected by the Federal
regulation;

‘(6) a complete analysis of the retrospec-
tive direct costs and benefits of the Federal
regulation that considers studies done out-
side the Federal Government (if any) esti-
mating such costs or benefits; and

“(7) any litigation history challenging the
Federal regulation.”.

SEC. 13. EXPANSION OF JUDICIAL REVIEW.

Section 401(a) of the Unfunded Mandates
Reform Act of 1995 (2 U.S.C. 1571(a)) is
amended—

(1) in paragraphs (1) and (2)(A)—

(A) by striking ‘‘sections 202 and 203(a)(1)
and (2)” each place it appears and inserting
“‘sections 201, 202, 203(a)(1) and (2), and 205(a)
and (b)’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘only” each place it ap-
pears;

(2) in paragraph (2)(B), by striking ‘‘section
202" and all that follows through the period
at the end and inserting the following: ‘‘sec-
tion 202, prepare the written plan under sec-
tion 203(a)(1) and (2), or comply with section
205(a) and (b), a court may compel the agen-
cy to prepare such written statement, pre-
pare such written plan, or comply with such
section.”; and

(3) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘written
statement or plan is required” and all that
follows through ‘‘shall not” and inserting
the following: ‘“‘written statement under sec-
tion 202, a written plan under section
203(a)(1) and (2), or compliance with sections
201 and 205(a) and (b) is required, the inad-
equacy or failure to prepare such statement
(including the inadequacy or failure to pre-
pare any estimate, analysis, statement, or
description), to prepare such written plan, or
to comply with such section may’’.

The Acting CHAIR. No amendment
to the bill is in order except those
printed in House Report 113-362. Each
such amendment may be offered only
in the order printed in the report, may
be offered by a Member designated in
the report, shall be considered read,
shall be debatable for the time speci-
fied in the report, equally divided and
controlled by the proponent and an op-
ponent, shall not be subject to amend-
ment, and shall not be subject to a de-
mand for division of the question.

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. CUMMINGS

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 1 printed in
House Report 113-362.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:
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Strike section 5.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 492, the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Maryland.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I am
offering this amendment to strike sec-
tion 5 of H.R. 899. My amendment
would preserve the integrity of inde-
pendent agencies.

The Unfunded Mandates Reform Act
currently exempts independent agen-
cies. The bill we are considering would
remove that exemption. That would
mean that these agencies would have
to submit their rules to the Office of
Management and Budget for review.

Congress creates independent agen-
cies to be just that, independent. Re-
quiring these agencies to submit their
rules for review by the White House, no
matter who is President, would be in-
appropriate.

Some of the agencies that would be
impacted by this provision include the
Consumer Product Safety Commission,
the Securities and Exchange Commis-
sion, the Federal Trade Commission,
the Consumer Financial Protection Bu-
reau, and the Federal Communications
Commission.

This amendment simply maintains
the exemption for independent agen-
cies that is current in law. I urge every
Member of this body to support my
amendment.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

The CHAIR. The gentleman from
Oklahoma is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. Chairman,
independent regulatory agencies im-
pose significant costs on our economy
and often impose Federal mandates on
State and local governments and the
private sector. The Securities and Ex-
change Commission, the National
Labor Relations Board, and the Federal
Communications Commission are just
a few examples of agencies that impose
regulations without consideration of
the actual cost or impact on the public.

Now, this bill does not prevent agen-
cies from creating regulations. The
amendment gives the impression that
this will be a wild West, and all of
these agencies will be limited. It only
asks them to consider the cost and the
impact of those regulations and to
have some conversation with people on
how it could be done less burdensome
or less expensive.

According to a 2011 Administrative
Law Review article:

Analysis conducted by independent regu-
latory agencies is generally the minimum re-
quired by statute. In many instances, the
independent regulatory agencies appear to
be issuing major regulations without report-
ing any quantitative information on benefits
and costs.

OMB’s 2013 draft report to Congress
on the benefits and costs of Federal
regulations and unfunded mandates
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provides a limited view of the cost-ben-
efit analyses conducted by a limited
number of independent regulatory
agencies. For major rules issued by
agencies included in the report, more
than 35 percent were issued without
any cost-benefit analysis at all.

CRS reports that from fiscal year
2010 through fiscal year 2012, 57 major
rules were issued by nine independent
agencies, but none of those rules in-
cluded monetized cost-benefit analyses,
and less than 50 percent provided any
estimate as to costs at all.

The cost-benefit analyses under
UMRA are essential for a transparent
and accountable regulatory system.
Reporting on the analyses does nothing
to compromise the independence of
these agencies, and we know this be-
cause OMB already reports on whether
or not several independent agencies are
conducting the analyses—including the
Federal Trade Commission, the Federal
Reserve, and the Commodity Futures
Trading Commission.

Requiring that these agencies are
covered by UMRA does not require that
OMB review or approve of the analyses,
only that the agencies are accountable
for considering the costs and the bene-
fits of imposing unfunded mandates on
State and local governments and the
private sector.

With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. CUMMINGS. As I close, let me
say this, Mr. Chairman. Again, these
are independent agencies. Independent
agencies could be required to do cost-
benefit analysis without requiring
rules to go through OMB. This bill al-
lows the administrator of OIRA to hold
up a rule if he or she determines the
agency didn’t comply. I would urge
Members to vote in favor of my amend-
ment.

With that, I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. Chairman, as I
have stated before, it is entirely appro-
priate for independent agencies to have
to also review the cost in the actual
context of what they are accomplishing
and the economy itself. That is an ap-
propriate thing for every agency to do.
We should count the costs before regu-
lations are actually imposed on our
economy. So I oppose this amendment.
I have great respect for my colleague,
but I have to oppose this amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Maryland will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. CONNOLLY

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 2 printed in
House Report 113-362.
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Mr. CONNOLLY. Mr. Chairman, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 13, line 6, strike “‘and’’.

Page 14, line 16, strike the period at the
end and insert ‘‘; and”’.

Page 14, after line 16, insert the following:

(4) by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

‘(d) TREATMENT OF OTHER IMPACTED PAR-
TIES.—Any opportunity for consultation af-
forded to impacted parties within the private
sector under this section shall be afforded to
representatives of all other impacted par-
ties.”.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 492, the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. CONNOLLY) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Virginia.

Mr. CONNOLLY. Mr. Chairman, I am
proud to offer this amendment on be-
half of myself and my good friend, the
gentlewoman from Illinois (Ms.
DUCKWORTH).

H.R. 899 boasts an Orwellian title
that attempts to deceive the public
into believing that the Unfunded Man-
dates Information and Transparency
Act is simply an innocuous attempt to
enhance transparency—rather than the
subversive legislative assault on public
health, safety, and environmental pro-
tections that it truly is.

H.R. 899 is simply an effort to throw
a wrench into the rulemaking process,
ensuring that private industry is pro-
vided privileges and rights far above
any other stakeholder in the regu-
latory process.

In many respects, H.R. 899 represents
the Mitt Romney principle on steroids,
for it appears that in the minds of our
friends on the other side of the aisle,
not only is it a fact that ‘‘corporations
are people, my friend,” but under this
measure, Republicans appear to be em-
bracing an ethos that treats corpora-
tions better than people.

Regrettably, this bill provides pri-
vate corporations with an unfair con-
sultation advantage over every other
stakeholder in the regulatory process.
That is indefensible.

Under this bill, Federal agencies
would be required to consult with pri-
vate industry ‘‘before issuance of a pro-
posed rulemaking,” yet it does not af-
ford the same level of consultation to
average citizens who rely on agency
rules to preserve and protect their
health, welfare, and safety.

There is no justification for enacting
an irrational statutory framework that
requires the Federal Government to
consult with private firms, such as a
large agribusiness firm, prior to impos-
ing a rule that will impact that com-
pany, yet does not require consultation
with public health experts, or everyday
Americans who will be forced to live
with the consequences of a given regu-
lation.

I cannot defend a regulatory frame-
work that would provide big oil compa-
nies, for example, a guaranteed right to
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weigh in before any drilling regulation
is promulgated, but would not require
equal consultation with public interest
organizations, such as entities com-
mitted to protecting and preserving
our Nation’s environment and natural
resources, or the communities that
could be directly impacted by such ac-
tivities.

To be clear, I strongly support the
rights of industry to have an oppor-
tunity to provide comments on pro-
posed rules. It fosters more informed,
quality rulemaking, and benefits both
businesses and our broader society. In-
deed, that is why our current adminis-
trative procedures mandate that a pub-
lic comment process be conducted to
allow any individual or corporation to
participate and provide input and feed-
back in an equal, fair, and open proc-
ess. That is current law.

The amendment that Congresswoman
DUCKWORTH and I are proposing today
would simply ensure that all partici-
pants in the rulemaking process be pro-
vided equal consultation rights with
agencies. For example, as Ranking
Member CUMMINGS noted earlier, if the
U.S. Department of Agriculture were
to propose a public health rule affect-
ing agribusiness in an effort to protect
the health of everyday Americans, our
amendment would ensure that not only
the agribusinesses, but also food safety
experts, children’s health organiza-
tions, medical associations, and sci-
entific entities would also be provided
an opportunity to consult with USDA
prior to the issuance of the proposed
rule.

I strongly urge all Members to sup-
port our commonsense amendment.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Oklahoma is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. Chair, it may
be a good moment to shine some facts
into this debate. I agree that expanding
the consultation requirements for the
impacted parties is important. Those
parties directed affected by the regula-
tion should have an opportunity to be
able to voice concerns about feasibility
and offer sensible corrections from peo-
ple with expertise from years of experi-
ence. That is a large part of what this
bill does; when a regulation comes
down, impacted individuals should be
able to come to the table to be able to
discuss what is the impact of this.

This particular amendment is com-
pletely redundant. It requires that any
opportunity for consultation afforded
to impacted parties within the private
sector under the section shall be af-
forded to representatives of all other
impacted parties.

Well, UMRA already defines the pri-
vate sector as individuals, partner-
ships, associations, corporations, edu-
cational and nonprofit institutions, but
it shall not include State, local, and
tribal governments since State, local,
and tribal governments are already
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covered in the Unfunded Mandates Re-
form Act, the original one. So I have to
ask the question: Who is left? If it al-
ready covers individuals, partnerships,
associations, corporations, educational
and nonprofit institutions, State, local,
and tribal governments, it covers ev-
eryone already.

If you are impacted by legislation
and by regulation, you should have the
opportunity to respond to that. We
completely agree.
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It is important to note this is not the
only opportunity to offer suggestions
and critiques though. Those not di-
rectly regulated by the rule have an
opportunity for input during the com-
ment period as required by the Admin-
istrative Procedures Act in the execu-
tive order.

This perception that somehow people
are being locked out of the process is
incorrect. It is the people that are im-
pacted, though, that should have the
first voice. That would be people im-
pacted in the community, that would
be people impacted in business, or any
kind of government.

For example, under current law, tax-
payers and public workers are not re-
quired to be consulted prior to an agen-
cy proposing a rule that will put a Fed-
eral mandate on the States and local
governments, a mandate that could re-
quire public entities to ship resources
that could affect hiring decisions or a
reduction in public services.

Taxpayers, public workers, consumer
groups, and anyone else who is inter-
ested—but not directly impacted—have
that opportunity to provide input at
notice and comment stage; but this
amendment, however, appears to re-
peat the consultation requirement that
H.R. 899 seeks to provide.

Those Members who want impacted
parties to have an early voice in devel-
opment of regulations that impose bur-
densome mandates on the private sec-
tor ought to just vote for the bill. Add-
ing a repetitive requirement creates
ambiguity about the intent of Con-
gress, and for that reason, I oppose this
amendment.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. CONNOLLY. Mr. Chairman, may
I inquire as to how much time is re-
maining?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Virginia has 90 seconds remain-
ing.

Mr. CONNOLLY. Mr. Chairman, I
don’t quite understand the opposition
of my friend from Oklahoma; if it is du-
plicative, then it is harmless. I think
clarification to make sure that citizens
have the same rights as special inter-
ests and corporations is actually a
good thing to clarify. I don’t think it
adds ambiguity; I think it adds clarity,
which may be why my good friend op-
poses it.

I would also ask, at this time, a
statement to every Member of Con-
gress endorsing this amendment from
the Coalition for Sensible Safeguards
be entered into the RECORD.
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With that, Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

COALITION FOR SENSIBLE SAFEGUARDS,
February 26, 2014.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE, The Coalition for
Sensible Safeguards (CSS), which includes
more than 150 labor, environmental, public
health, scientific, consumer, financial re-
form, and public interest groups, strongly
opposes H.R. 899, the dangerous and harmful
“Unfunded Mandates Information and Trans-
parency Act of 2013.”” This proposal would
undermine our nation’s ability to set health,
safety and environmental standards as well
as new financial protections. Given that we
have experienced multiple health and safety
disasters in communities and workplaces
across the country in recent years, it is the
wrong time to thwart the progress of nec-
essary public protections.

While CSS strongly urges members to vote
no on H.R. 899, CSS encourages members to
support the amendments offered below:

Amendment #1 sponsored by Congressman
Cummings (MD): This amendment strikes
section 5 of the bill, which would eliminate
the current exemption from the Unfunded
Mandate Reform Act for certain independent
agencies. This crucial amendment would en-
sure that agencies that Congress designated
to be independent of the Executive Branch
remain so. Further, the amendment would
ensure that the important regulations of
these agencies, including the Consumer
Product Safety Commission and the Con-
sumer Financial Protection Bureau, are not
subject to this legislation’s wasteful, unnec-
essary, and unfunded requirements and can
be adopted in a timely and efficient manner.

Amendment #4 sponsored by Congress-
woman Jackson-Lee (TX): This amendment
adds Section 14 to the bill to clarify that the
requirements of UMRA as amended by this
Act do not apply if a cost-benefit analysis
demonstrates that the benefits of the regu-
latory action exceed its costs. This common-
sense amendment makes clear that regula-
tions whose benefits to public health and
safety exceed the costs to regulated indus-
tries, thereby making them good public in-
vestments, are not legislation’s wasteful, un-
necessary, and unfunded requirements and
can be adopted in a timely and efficient
manner.

Amendment #5 sponsored by Congressman
Connolly (VA): This amendment ensures that
other impacted entities, such as public inter-
est organizations, are provided any oppor-
tunity for consultation afforded to the pri-
vate sector under the Act. This common-
sense amendment levels the playing field to
allow public interest organizations the same
privilege and access that the legislation only
affords to the business community and en-
sures that the regulatory process is fair and
open to all stakeholders in an equal manner.

Sincerely,
KATHERINE MCFATE,
President and CEO,
Center for Effective
Government; Co-
chair, Coalition for
Sensible Safeguards.
ROBERT WEISSMAN,
Persident, Public Cit-
izen; Co-chair, Coa-

lition for Sensible
Safeguards.
Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. Chairman,

there are a lot of things that I oppose
in government. Duplication is one of
those. Clarity is best done when it is
clear and it is said one time and it is

consistent.
It is already very clear. Individuals,
partnerships, associations, corpora-

tions, and educational and nonprofit
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institutions are included in this. All
those who are impacted can step up in
front of an agency and say: we will be
impacted.

You are a person; you are a citizen;
you are an individual. You have an op-
portunity to be able to come and join
into that conversation.

We believe strongly that you should
have the opportunity, if you are im-
pacted, to get your voice heard. Again,
the Federal Government works for peo-
ple; people don’t work for the Federal
Government. So when you are im-
pacted, you should also have a voice as
well.

With that, I yield back the balance of
my time.

Ms. DUCKWORTH. Mr. Chair, I
strongly support efforts to make sure
that government regulations are not
overly burdensome and do not need-
lessly harm business growth.

In fact the very first piece of legisla-
tion I introduced—the Small Business
Paperwork Relief Act—sought to help
small businesses lower the costs of
complying with federal regulations.

But I am very concerned that H.R.
899 goes beyond well intentioned efforts
to make the regulatory process more
accessible to stakeholders, and instead
seeks to give big businesses a voice so
loud that it drowns out American con-
sumers.

In particular, Section 10 of the bill,
which would allow the private sector
exclusive early access to the rule-
making process, will give just omne
stakeholder unnecessary and unfair in-
fluence.

Increasing stakeholder input in the
rulemaking process is a worthy goal,
and businesses should certainly be a
part of that, but we can’t govern only
on behalf of one stakeholder.

Our government should work for all
Americans, not just some.

And we have a responsibility to bal-
ance the priorities of our society as a
whole with the interests of business.

When we’re talking about a rule that
governs whether moms and dads in I1li-
nois can have peace of mind that the
food their children eat won’t make
them sick, or that a worker at a manu-
facturing facility in my district doesn’t
have to choose between a paycheck and
their workplace safety—the stakes
could not be higher.

The concerns of these Americans
should not matter less than those of
corporations seeking to maximize their
profits. They deserve a seat at the
table as well.

This amendment seeks to level the
playing field and improve transparency
for all Americans.

It would simply give individuals the
same rights provided to corporations
under this bill.

I urge my colleagues to vote yes on
this common sense, good government
amendment that will stand up for the
rights of all Americans.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. CONNOLLY).
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The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. CONNOLLY. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Virginia will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON

LEE

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 3 printed in
House Report 113-362.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chairman, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of the bill, add the following
new section:

SEC. 14. INAPPLICABILITY OF UNFUNDED MAN-
DATES REFORM ACT IF COST-BEN-
EFIT ANALYSIS SHOWS BENEFITS OF

REGULATORY ACTION EXCEED
COSTS.

The Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995
(Public Law 104-4; 2 U.S.C. 1511 et seq.), as
amended by this Act, shall not apply to a
regulatory action if a cost-benefit analysis
demonstrates the benefits of the regulatory
action exceed the costs of the regulatory ac-
tion.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 492, the gentlewoman
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Texas.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chairman,
let me thank the chairman for the time
and to the two managers of this par-
ticular legislation on the floor, par-
ticularly to the ranking member for
his leadership, and simply ask the
question: For those of us who have
served in this body the time when the
unfunded mandate’s original legisla-
tion was passed, what possible addition
this particular amendment can have?

Let me first start off by saying that
I appreciate the good intentions of
work that is brought to the floor of the
House; but I want to remind my col-
leagues that, as we speak, the growing
numbers of the uninsured continue to
rise, and the emergency unemployment
insurance has not been passed by this
body.

In fact, not passing unemployment
insurance is an unfunded mandate. For
what we do is we say to the States that
1.3-1.5 million-plus, including family
members, of individuals who have
worked and who are out every day
looking for work are no longer the re-
sponsibility of anyone here in the Fed-
eral Government.

After the States have maxed out on
their 26 weeks, we simply throw these
people into the streets. I would imag-
ine that States and nonprofits may
have to address their needs through
homeless shelters, through food banks,
soup kitchens, and other municipality
resources that they can scramble to-
gether.
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It is interesting that we are here dis-
cussing an unfunded mandate. As we
speak, millions of Americans are suf-
fering because we have refused to ad-
dress an important issue.

In addition, the minimum wage has
thrown throngs of individuals into the
claws of desperation on the lack of
raising it, of which I have signed a pe-
tition—a discharge petition to do so.

As I rise, I want to acknowledge my
amendment, which specifically indi-
cates that, if the benefits exceed the
costs, then this industry or the indus-
tries or this particular provision would
not be covering. It clarifies that the
provisions of the bill do not apply if a
cost-benefit analysis demonstrates
that the benefits of a regulatory action
exceed its costs.

My amendment improves the bill by
ensuring that regulatory actions need-
ed to protect the public health, safety,
and environment can be promulgated
and implemented and not be stymied
by dilatory tactics.

The Jackson Lee amendment is
strongly supported by the Coalition for
Sensible Safeguards, an organization
comprised of more than 150 public
health, scientific, consumer, environ-
mental, labor, financial, and public in-
terest groups.

Let me say something that I think
my colleagues need to know that is dis-
tinctive about this amendment. There
is a requirement that Federal agencies
consult with private corporations.

I heard my good friend say that the
Federal Government is for the people,
not the other way around. But guess
what? There is no requirement for con-
sultation with stakeholders or the pub-
lic before proposing any new rules. How
hypocritical is that? I must consult
with private corporations—many of us
represent them. We appreciate the
work they create—but none of the
stakeholders need to be consulted with.

So I ask my colleagues to support the
Jackson Lee amendment, and I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Oklahoma is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. Chairman, I can
tell you I am all for a cost-benefit
analysis, but the challenge of doing a
cost-benefit analysis comes down to
who is doing the cost-benefit analysis
and what are they putting into it.

There have been multiple times that
we have had conversations about a
cost-benefit analysis, and there has
been a push back to say: well, let’s go
back and check the math on that later
and see if we actually got the benefit
that was proposed that we will receive
for that benefit.

A benefit analysis, in particular, is
kind of under scrutiny by academics,
even under the Obama administration.
As an example, the EPA issued a new
standard for mercury emissions and re-
ported that benefits of the rule were up
to $90 billion a year, far above their $10
billion a year cost.
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Less than .01 of that $90 billion in
benefits was attributable to actual re-
duction in mercury, though; instead,
nearly all the benefits came from re-
ductions in fine particles, a pollutant
that was not even the purposed target
of the regulation itself. Fine particle
cobenefits accounted for two-thirds of
the benefits of the economically sig-
nificant rules in 2010.

This administration has padded the
benefit analysis with private benefits.
In the fuel economy standards, for in-
stance, for cars and light trucks, near-
1y 90 percent of the $338 billion in life-
time benefits were benefits to con-
sumers, such as reduced fuel consump-
tion, and—how about this one—shorter
refueling times.

Private benefits account for 92 per-
cent of the benefits in energy effi-
ciency standards for washing machines
and 70 percent of the benefits in energy
efficiency standards for refrigerators.

Essentially, the private benefit ac-
counting is a claim that depriving con-
sumers of preferred choices will make
them better off because benefits like
fuel savings are worth more to con-
sumers than consumers actually real-
ized.

To exclude regulations from an
UMRA analysis, based on faulty and
misleading benefits analysis, would
only encourage distortion. Further, the
point of UMRA is to identify burden-
some new mandates for the parties
that have to bear the burden.

You see, that company bears the bur-
den. That cost gets passed on directly
to consumers. So this ‘‘private bene-
fits”’—that you are going to get more
benefit than you thought you would
ever get or will ever see—doesn’t offset
the cost they do see coming out of
their paycheck when gasoline is more
expensive, groceries are more expen-
sive, and electricity if more expensive.

Often, parties who pay the cost of
these regulations are not the same par-
ties that actually enjoy the benefits.
Even if a rule is predicted to have a net
benefit, impacted entities should be
made aware of sizable new burdens im-
posed by Federal mandates.

For this reason, I do oppose this
amendment, and I reserve the balance
of my time.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chairman,
may I inquire as to how much time is
remaining?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from Texas has 90 seconds remaining.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chairman,
let me quickly say that, in the pre-
vious bill, it was well noted that there
were exemptions dealing with constitu-
tional issues and civil rights issues; so
my amendment is in track, on line
with the original bill that gave exemp-
tions.

With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. Chairman, I
want us to be able to move forward on
this bill. I want the American people to
know that their government serves
them and that individuals are able to
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be able to speak back to their own gov-
ernment when their government is im-
posing a regulation on them.

I think that is entirely reasonable for
any affected party to be able to engage
in conversation with their own govern-
ment. I think it is entirely appropriate.

This is long overdue. The 1995 UMRA
bill was written with large loopholes
that exempted out agencies, exempted
out different entities. It created an en-
vironment where it is beneficial to the
agency to distort the cost. Let’s clear
that.

Let’s just get back to doing what we
should do, not people trying to sneak
in rules, not people trying to sneak in
a different cost-benefit analysis. Let’s
just have conversation again between
the American people and the govern-
ment that they are in charge of.

With that, I yield back the balance of
my time.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for his analysis;
but let me offer to him that, first of
all, this particular legislation will be
subject to a veto threat because, as the
President has noted, there is already a
robust, analytical, and procedural re-
quirement. I agree there should be
that, and we already have it.

The Coalition for Sensible Safe-
guards has indicated that the Jackson
Lee amendment is a commonsense
amendment that makes clear that reg-
ulations whose benefits to public
health safety exceed the cost of regu-
lated industries are good public invest-
ments.

This amendment is a necessary
amendment. The Jackson Lee amend-
ment says if it is a good public invest-
ment, and it helps in order to clarify
some of the untoward provisions of this
legislation that will require an inter-
action with a private corporation, but
never talking to the public.

Mr. Chairman, if we are for the peo-
ple, they should at least be there to be
inquired of: What do you think?

And finally, let us end the unfunded
mandate of not passing unemployment
insurance extension and not lifting the
minimum wage. That is an unfunded
mandate.

I would ask my colleagues to support
the Jackson Lee amendment because it
clarifies and it puts the people first. I
join with my colleague. This is a place
for people. We are the ones—the people
who run this government. Give them
an opportunity to consult under this
legislation. Support the Jackson Lee
amendment.

With that, I yield back the balance of
my time.

My amendment
forward.

The Jackson Lee amendment improves the
bill by clarifying that the provisions of the bill
do not apply if a cost-benefit analysis dem-
onstrates that the benefits of a regulatory ac-
tion exceed its costs.

My amendment improves the bill by ensur-
ing that regulatory actions needed to protect
the public health, safety, and environment can
be promulgated and implemented and not be

is simple and straight-
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stymied by dilatory tactics and unnecessary
delays.

That is why the Jackson Lee amendment is
strongly supported by the Coalition on Sen-
sible Safeguards, an organization comprised
of more than 150 public health, scientific, con-
sumer, environmental, labor, financial reform,
and public interest groups.

Mr. Chair, H.R. 899, the “Unfunded Man-
dates Reform Act” (UMRA), would erect new
barriers to slow down the regulatory process
and would give corporations an unfair advan-
tage in the regulatory process.

Section 5 of the bill would repeal language
that excludes independent regulatory agencies
from the reporting requirements of the Un-
funded Mandates Reform Act (UMRA), with
the exception of the Board of Governors of the
Federal Reserve and the Federal Open Mar-
ket Committee. The Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) is responsible for over-
seeing the UMRA process.

Since the independent agencies would be
under the direction of OMB for purposes of
UMRA compliance, this could compromise the
independence of those agencies.

Section 7 of H.R. 899 would create a new
point of order in the House of Representatives
for legislation containing an unfunded man-
date, making it more difficult to enact legisla-
tion.

Section 8 would incorporate a cost-benefit
requirement from Executive Order 12866, but
it would not include language from the same
Executive Order directing agencies to perform
these assessments “to the extent feasible.”

Section 10 would require agencies to pro-
vide impacted parties in the private sector—
but not other stakeholders—with advance no-
tice and opportunity to provide input on pro-
posed regulations.

Section 10 also requires agencies to con-
duct consultations with private sector busi-
nesses ‘“as early as possible, before the
issuance of a notice of proposed rulemaking.”

Expanding this consultation requirement
only to the private sector gives corporations
an unfair advantage over other stakeholders in
the development of regulatory proposals.

During consideration of this bill by the Com-
mittee, Representatives GERRY CONNOLLY and
TAMMY DUCKWORTH offered an amendment
that would have evened the playing field by
requiring that: “Any opportunities or rights af-
forded to a corporation under this section shall
also be afforded to any interested individual.”

The Connolly-Duckworth amendment was
rejected.

Section 11 would codify the role of the Of-
fice of Information and Regulatory Affairs
(OIRA) in reviewing agency regulations and
require that if the OIRA Administrator finds
that an agency did not comply with UMRA’s
requirements, the Administrator must request
that the agency comply before the regulation
is finalized.

Section 12 would require that, “at the re-
quest of the chairman or ranking minority
member of a standing or select committee of
the House of Representatives or Senate, an
agency shall conduct a retrospective analysis
of an existing Federal regulation issued by an
agency.”

This provision would require agencies to di-
vert resources toward conducting these anal-
yses and away from fulfilling their missions.

Mr. Chair, as the Coalition on Sensible
Safeguards says of the Jackson Lee amend-
ment:
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This common-sense amendment makes
clear that regulations whose benefits to the
public health and safety exceed the costs to
regulated industries, thereby making them
good public investments, are not legislation
that is wasteful or unnecessaryl[.]

| urge all Members to support the Jackson
Lee amendment.

COALITION FOR SENSIBLE SAFEGUARDS
February 26, 2014

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE, The Coalition for
Sensible Safeguards (CSS), which includes
more than 150 labor, environmental, public
health, scientific, consumer, financial re-
form, and public interest groups, strongly
opposes H.R. 899, the dangerous and harmful
“Unfunded Mandates Information and Trans-
parency Act of 2013.”” This proposal would
undermine our nation’s ability to set health,
safety and environmental standards as well
as new financial protections. Given that we
have experienced multiple health and safety
disasters in communities and workplaces
across the country in recent years, it is the
wrong time to thwart the progress of nec-
essary public protections.

While CSS strongly urges members to vote
no on H.R. 899, CSS encourages members to
support the amendments offered below:

Amendment #1 sponsored by Congressman
Cummings (MD): This amendment strikes
section 5 of the bill, which would eliminate
the current exemption from the Unfunded
Mandate Reform Act for certain independent
agencies. This crucial amendment would en-
sure that agencies that Congress designated
to be independent of the Executive Branch
remain so. Further, the amendment would
ensure that the important regulations of
these agencies, including the Consumer
Product Safety Commission and the Con-
sumer Financial Protection Bureau, are not
subject to this legislation’s wasteful, unnec-
essary, and unfunded requirements and can
be adopted in a timely and efficient manner.

Amendment #4 sponsored by Congress-
woman Jackson Lee (TX): This amendment
adds Section 14 to the bill to clarify that the
requirements of UMRA as amended by this
Act do not apply if a cost-benefit analysis
demonstrates that the benefits of the regu-
latory action exceed its costs. This common-
sense amendment makes clear that regula-
tions whose benefits to public health and
safety exceed the costs to regulated indus-
tries, thereby making them good public in-
vestments, are not legislation’s wasteful, un-
necessary, and unfunded requirements and
can be adopted in a timely and efficient
manner.

Amendment #5 sponsored by Congressman
Connolly (VA): This amendment ensures that
other impacted entities, such as public inter-
est organizations, are provided any oppor-
tunity for consultation afforded to the pri-
vate sector under the Act. This common-
sense amendment levels the playing field to
allow public interest organizations the same
privilege and access that the legislation only
affords to the business community and en-
sures that the regulatory process is fair and
open to all stakeholders in an equal manner.

Sincerely,
KATHERINE MCFATE,

President and CEO, Center for Effective

Government, Co-chair, Coalition for
Sensible Safeguards.
ROBERT WEISSMAN,
President, Public Citizen
Co-chair, Coalition for Sensible Safeguards.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON
LEE).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chairman, I
demand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentlewoman from Texas will be
postponed.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will
now resume on those amendments
printed in House Report 113-362 on
which further proceedings were post-
poned, in the following order:

Amendment No. 1 by Mr. CUMMINGS
of Maryland.

Amendment No. 2 by Mr. CONNOLLY
of Virginia.

Amendment No. 3 by Ms. JACKSON
LEE of Texas.

The Chair will reduce to 2 minutes
the minimum time for any electronic
vote after the first vote in this series.
AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. CUMMINGS

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. CUM-
MINGS) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 185, noes 224,
not voting 21, as follows:

[Roll No. 86]

AYES—185
Barber DeGette Jackson Lee
Barrow (GA) Delaney Jeffries
Bass DeLauro Johnson (GA)
Beatty DelBene Johnson, E. B.
Becerra Deutch Kaptur
Bera (CA) Dingell Keating
Bishop (GA) Doggett Kelly (IL)
Bishop (NY) Doyle Kennedy
Blumenauer Duckworth Kildee
Bonamici Edwards Kilmer
Brady (PA) Ellison Kind
Braley (IA) Engel Kirkpatrick
Brown (FL) Enyart Kuster
Brownley (CA) Eshoo Langevin
Bustos Esty Larsen (WA)
Butterfield Farr Larson (CT)
Capps Fattah Lee (CA)
Capuano Foster Levin
Cardenas Frankel (FL) Lewis
Carney Fudge Lipinski
Carson (IN) Gabbard Loebsack
Cartwright Gallego Lofgren
Castor (FL) Garamendi Lowenthal
Castro (TX) Garcia Lowey
Chu Grayson Lujan Grisham
Cicilline Green, Al (NM)
Clark (MA) Green, Gene Lujan, Ben Ray
Clarke (NY) Grijalva (NM)
Clay Gutiérrez Lynch
Cleaver Hahn Maffei
Clyburn Hanabusa Maloney,
Cohen Hastings (FL) Carolyn
Connolly Heck (WA) Matsui
Conyers Higgins McCollum
Cooper Himes McDermott
Courtney Holt McGovern
Crowley Honda McIntyre
Cummings Horsford McNerney
Davis (CA) Hoyer Meeks
Davis, Danny Huffman Meng
DeFazio Israel Michaud
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Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Murphy (FL)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal

Negrete McLeod
Nolan
O’Rourke
Pallone
Pascrell
Payne

Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters (CA)
Peters (MI)
Pingree (ME)
Pocan

Polis

Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall

Aderholt
Amash
Amodei
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Barr
Barton
Benishek
Bentivolio
Bilirakis
Blackburn
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Bridenstine
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Burgess
Byrne
Camp
Campbell
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman
Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Conaway
Cook

Costa
Cotton
Crawford
Crenshaw
Cuellar
Culberson
Daines
Davis, Rodney
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gowdy

Rangel
Richmond
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Sires
Slaughter
Speier
Swalwell (CA)

NOES—224

Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guthrie
Hall
Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Heck (NV)
Hensarling
Herrera Beutler
Holding
Hudson
Huelskamp
Hultgren
Hunter
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Joyce
Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Labrador
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Lankford
Latham
Latta
LoBiondo
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Marchant
Marino
Massie
Matheson
McAllister
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
MecClintock
McHenry
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mullin
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
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Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Waxman
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth

Nunnelee
Olson
Owens
Palazzo
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry
Peterson
Petri
Pittenger
Pitts

Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey

Price (GA)
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble

Rice (SC)
Rigell

Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Royce

Ryan (WI)
Salmon
Sanchez, Loretta
Sanford
Scalise
Schock
Schweikert
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Sinema
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stewart
Stivers
Stutzman
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walorski
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Whitfield
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
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Womack Yoder Young (AK)

Woodall Yoho Young (IN)
NOT VOTING—21

Bishop (UT) Huizenga (MI) Schwartz

Black Hurt Scott, Austin

Calvert Maloney, Sean Smith (WA)

Cramer McCarthy (NY) Stockman

Fortenberry Pastor (AZ) Upton

Gosar Runyan Walden

Hinojosa Rush Westmoreland
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Messrs. MULLIN, HUDSON, KING of
New York, OLSON, RIBBLE, MCKEON,
and Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia changed their vote from ‘‘aye”’
to “‘no.”

Messrs. BELLISON, MAFFEI, and
GARAMENDI changed their vote from
ééno77 to 4‘a,ye.77

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Chair, on rollcall No.
86, had | been present, | would have voted
“ves.”

Stated against:

Mr. HURT. Mr. Chair, | was not present for
rollcall vote No. 86. Had | been present, |
would have voted “no.”

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. CONNOLLY

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. CON-
NOLLY) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 194, noes 216,
not voting 20, as follows:

[Roll No. 87]

is a 2-

AYES—194
Barber Clyburn Foster
Barrow (GA) Cohen Frankel (FL)
Bass Connolly Fudge
Beatty Conyers Gabbard
Becerra Cooper Gallego
Bera (CA) Costa Garamendi
Bishop (GA) Courtney Garcia
Bishop (NY) Crowley Gibson
Blumenauer Cuellar Grayson
Bonamici Cummings Green, Al
Brady (PA) Davis (CA) Green, Gene
Braley (IA) Davis, Danny Grijalva
Brown (FL) DeFazio Gutiérrez
Brownley (CA) DeGette Hahn
Bustos Delaney Hanabusa
Butterfield DeLauro Hastings (FL)
Capps DelBene Heck (WA)
Capuano Deutch Higgins
Cardenas Dingell Himes
Carney Doggett Holt
Carson (IN) Doyle Honda
Cartwright Duckworth Horsford
Castor (FL) Edwards Hoyer
Castro (TX) Ellison Huffman
Chu Engel Israel
Cicilline Enyart Jackson Lee
Clark (MA) Eshoo Jeffries
Clarke (NY) Esty Johnson (GA)
Clay Farr Johnson, E. B.
Cleaver Fattah Jones

Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilmer
Kind
Kirkpatrick
Kuster
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan Grisham
(NM)
Lujan, Ben Ray
(NM)
Lynch
Maffei
Maloney,
Carolyn
Maloney, Sean
Matheson
Matsui
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
MclIntyre
McNerney
Meeks

Aderholt
Amash
Amodei
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Barr

Barton
Benishek
Bentivolio
Bilirakis
Blackburn
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Bridenstine
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Burgess
Byrne
Camp
Campbell
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman
Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Conaway
Cook
Cotton
Crawford
Crenshaw
Culberson
Daines
Dayvis, Rodney
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Foxx

Meng
Michaud
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Murphy (FL)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Negrete McLeod
Nolan
O’Rourke
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters (CA)
Pingree (ME)
Pocan
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Richmond
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff

NOES—216

Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guthrie

Hall

Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Heck (NV)
Hensarling
Herrera Beutler
Holding
Hudson
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter

Hurt

Issa

Jenkins
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jordan

Joyce

Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Labrador
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Lankford
Latham
Latta
LoBiondo
Long

Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Marchant
Marino
Massie

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Schneider
Schrader
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shimkus
Sinema
Sires
Slaughter
Speier
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Waxman
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth

McAllister
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
MecClintock
McHenry
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mullin
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Palazzo
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry
Peterson
Petri
Pittenger
Pitts
Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey
Price (GA)
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Rice (SC)
Rigell
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Salmon
Sanford
Scalise
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Schock Terry Whitfield
Schweikert Thompson (PA) Williams
Sensenbrenner Thornberry Wilson (SC)
Sessions Tiberi Wittman
Shuster Tipton Wolf
Simpson Turner Womack
Smith (MO) Valadao Woodall
Smith (NE) Wagner

Smith (NJ) Walberg gg%‘f
Smith (TX) Walorski Young (AK)
Southerland Weber (TX)

Stewart Webster (FL) Young (IN)
Stutzman Wenstrup

NOT VOTING—20

Bishop (UT) McCarthy (NY) Smith (WA)
Black Pastor (AZ) Stivers
Calvert Peters (MI) Stockman
Cramer Runyan Upton
Fortenberry Rush Walden

Gosar Schwartz Westmoreland
Hinojosa Scott, Austin

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.
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So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON

LEE

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON
LEE) on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 180, noes 232,
not voting 18, as follows:

[Roll No. 88]

is a 2-

AYES—180
Bass Cuellar Gutiérrez
Beatty Cummings Hahn
Becerra Davis (CA) Hanabusa
Bera (CA) Davis, Danny Hastings (FL)
Bishop (GA) DeFazio Heck (WA)
Bishop (NY) DeGette Higgins
Blumenauer Delaney Himes
Bonamici DeLauro Hinojosa
Brady (PA) DelBene Holt
Braley (IA) Deutch Honda
Brown (FL) Dingell Horsford
Brownley (CA) Doggett Hoyer
Bustos Doyle Huffman
Butterfield Duckworth Israel
Capps Edwards Jackson Lee
Capuano Ellison Jeffries
Cardenas Engel Johnson (GA)
Carney Enyart Johnson, E. B.
Carson (IN) Eshoo Kaptur
Cartwright Esty Kelly (IL)
Castor (FL) Farr Kennedy
Castro (TX) Fattah Kildee
Chu Foster Kilmer
Cicilline Frankel (FL) Kind
Clark (MA) Fudge Kirkpatrick
Clarke (NY) Gabbard Kuster
Clay Gallego Langevin
Cleaver Garamendi Larsen (WA)
Clyburn Garcia Larson (CT)
Cohen Gibson Lee (CA)
Connolly Grayson Levin
Cooper Green, Al Lewis
Courtney Green, Gene Lipinski
Crowley Grijalva Loebsack
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Lofgren

Lowenthal

Lowey

Lujan Grisham
(NM)

Lujan, Ben Ray
(NM)

Lynch

Maloney,
Carolyn

Maloney, Sean

Matsui

McCollum

McDermott

McGovern

McNerney

Meeks

Meng

Michaud

Miller, George

Moore

Moran

Murphy (FL)

Nadler

Napolitano

Neal

Negrete McLeod

Nolan

Aderholt
Amash
Amodei
Bachmann
Bachus
Barber
Barletta
Barr
Barrow (GA)
Barton
Benishek
Bentivolio
Bilirakis
Blackburn
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Bridenstine
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Burgess
Byrne
Camp
Campbell
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman
Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Conaway
Conyers
Cook

Costa
Cotton
Crawford
Crenshaw
Culberson
Daines
Davis, Rodney
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesdJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach

O’Rourke
Pallone
Pascrell
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters (MI)
Pingree (ME)
Pocan
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rangel
Richmond
Roybal-Allard
Ruppersberger
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)

NOES—232

Gibbs
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guthrie
Hall
Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Heck (NV)
Hensarling
Herrera Beutler
Holding
Hudson
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Joyce
Keating
Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Labrador
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Lankford
Latham
Latta
LoBiondo
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Marffei
Marino
Massie
Matheson
McAllister
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
McClintock
McHenry
MclIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meadows
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Shea-Porter
Sherman
Sires
Slaughter
Speier
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Waxman
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth

Meehan
Messer
Mica

Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mullin
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Owens
Palazzo
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry
Peters (CA)
Peterson
Petri
Pittenger
Pitts

Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey

Price (GA)
Rahall
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble

Rice (SC)
Rigell

Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Royce

Ruiz

Ryan (WI)
Salmon
Sanford
Scalise
Schock
Schrader
Schweikert
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Sinema
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stewart

Stivers Wagner Wittman

Stutzman Walberg Wolf

Terry Walorski Womack

Thompson (PA) Weber (TX) Woodall

Thornberry Webster (FL) Yoder

Tiberi Wenstrup Yoho

Tipton Whittield Young (AK)

Turner Williams

Valadao Wilson (SC) Young (IN)
NOT VOTING—18

Bishop (UT) Marchant Scott, Austin

Black McCarthy (NY) Smith (WA)

Calvert Pastor (AZ) Stockman

Cramer Runyan Upton

Fortenberry Rush Walden

Gosar Schwartz Westmoreland

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.
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So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. YODER).
There being no further amendments,
under the rule, the Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
WOMACK) having assumed the chair,
Mr. YODER, Acting Chair of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration
the bill (H.R. 899) to provide for addi-
tional safeguards with respect to im-
posing Federal mandates, and for other
purposes, and, pursuant to House Reso-
lution 492, he reported the bill back to
the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I have a
motion to recommit at the desk.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. GARCIA. I am opposed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Garcia moves to recommit the bill
H.R. 899 to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform, with instructions to re-
port the same back to the House forthwith
with the following amendment:

At the end of the bill, add the following
new section:

SEC. 14. EXCEPTION FOR REGULATORY ACTIONS
AFFECTING VETERANS, SENIORS,
CONSUMERS, AND COMMUNITIES AF-
FECTED BY NATURAL DISASTERS.

The amendments made by this Act shall
not apply to regulatory actions if they have
the effect of—

(1) providing hiring preferences and jobs
for veterans;

(2) protecting patient safety in hospitals
and nursing homes;

(3) lowering the overall cost of health care,
including out-of-pocket costs for consumers;
or

(4) protecting communities from natural
disasters and helping them rebuild in the
event of a natural disaster.

Mr. LANKFORD (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to dispense with the reading of the bill.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, this is a
final amendment to the bill. This will
not delay the bill. This will not kill the
bill. This will not send it back to com-
mittee. If adopted, the bill will proceed
immediately to final passage, as
amended.

Mr. Speaker, we should all be able to
agree that just as it is absurd to say
that all regulations are good, it is ab-
surd to say that all regulations are
bad. Unfortunately, this bill does just
that.

It assumes that all regulations are
bad; it weakens or delays them. Even
those that advance important bipar-
tisan priorities are going to be hurt.
That is why my amendment is so im-
portant. It will ensure that this bill
does not create unnecessary hurdles in
several important areas, including
those that help veterans find jobs, keep
health care safe and affordable, and re-
build communities after natural disas-
ters.

Mr. Speaker, there is probably no
issue where there is more bipartisan
support than in the need to support our
Nation’s veterans. Those who have
risked and sacrificed more than anyone
else deserve for us to help keep them
safe: veterans, veterans like my con-
stituent George Martinez, who found a
job through the program for Voca-
tional Rehabilitation and Employment,
an important program overseen by the
VA.

This bill will unfortunately weaken
or delay regulations that help veterans
like George find jobs when they leave
the service. It would have delayed an
important regulation that was final-
ized last year, a regulation that re-
quires contractors to set goals for hir-
ing veterans and list job openings so
that veterans can apply for them.

According to estimates, this regula-
tion could ultimately find additional
employment for 200,000 veterans. With
unemployment for veterans from Iraq
and Afghanistan being at almost 10
percent, we should not be delaying this
kind of regulation.

Mr. Speaker, my amendment would
also keep the bill from creating unnec-
essary hurdles on regulations that pro-
tect patient safety. This bill would un-
necessarily create hurdles for regula-
tions that protect patient safety in
hospitals and nursing homes, and lower
out-of-pocket costs of health care.

These are especially important issues
in my home State of Florida where
70,000 nursing home residents live,
more than almost any other State in
the country. These are our parents,
they are our loved ones who should re-
ceive the best care possible in their lat-
ter years. That is why we must ensure
that nursing homes remain a safe place
of rest and care for our seniors and re-
main an affordable option for those
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who need them. That is exactly what
my amendment will do.

Finally, this amendment will ensure
that the bill does not create unneces-
sary obstacles for regulations that help
protect and rebuild communities after
natural disasters. In south Florida, we
are all too familiar with the dev-
astating effects of hurricanes and nat-
ural disasters when they strike. Re-
building communities in their after-
math can take years, as my constitu-
ents in Homestead know all too well.
That is why we need to move forward
with my amendment. We need to have
an amendment that ensures this bill
does not weaken or delay regulations
that facilitate the recovery and re-
building efforts.

Mr. Speaker, at a time when we face
s0 many important issues, we here in
Congress need to come together and do
what is right. I urge my colleagues to
vote ‘‘yes’ to ensure that we support
unemployed veterans, keep health care
safe and affordable, and protect our
communities from natural disasters.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in opposition to the motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Oklahoma is recognized 5
minutes.

Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. Speaker, this
bill assumes one simple thing: that reg-
ulators are not infallible, they are just
people. We believe that the Nation will
not fall apart if Washington doesn’t
have more and more growing power. We
believe that this Nation became strong
because the Federal Government had
limited power. You see, I believe and
we believe the American people aren’t
looking for much from us; they just
want the unfunded mandates to stop.
Someone in Washington decides they
have a good idea and suddenly every-
one has to pay for their new good idea.

It seems obvious that before a major
rule is put into place, the regulators
should actually have a consultation
with the people that will be affected to
see if there is a better way to do the
same thing.

It was 3 years ago that I walked into
this Chamber. Many people know I
don’t come from a political back-
ground. I have served in churches,
where, of course, there are no politics.
I can tell you that the American people
do not want this city to tell them what
to do. They want this city to protect
their rights and leave them alone.

As a new Representative, I was sur-
prised that the vast majority of busi-
nesses that I interacted with didn’t
come to me asking for something; they
came and said, how can you make this
stop? Thousands of small regulations
are coming every day. In fact, I am
sure everyone read the Federal Reg-
ister today. There is a new regulation
that came out today that decreases the
size of an orange. You cannot be an or-
ange in America unless the Depart-
ment of Agriculture tells you that you
are an orange, and there is a new regu-
lation today defining an orange.
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There are also 330 major rules that
have come out in the last few years
that increase and have an impact on
the economy of over $100 million each.
The American people are fed up with
Washington, not because we can get
nothing done, but because we are al-
ready doing too much.
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Every day, people wake up to a new
regulation. They can’t wait to read the
Federal Register to see what happened
to their business and their life last
night.

The opposition to this bill seems to
be a fear that it will make the govern-
ment work harder. Our fear is that the
government is already making the
American people’s work harder every
single day. People are worried about
how to be able to pay for things, and it
is slowing down the economy.

Every mandate that is passed, the
economy slows down even more. In
fact, the CBO once again this year, just
weeks ago, laid out their forecast for
the next 10 years, that the economy is
going to continue to slow down even
more.

Listen, the prevailing attitude in this
town that Washington knows best has
to stop. It is the responsibility of the
States and the Nation to carry out
their own wishes. It is not the responsi-
bility of the States and the people to
carry out the wishes of Washington,
DC.

A lot of people all over this Nation
can make good decisions, and this per-
ception that Washington is smarter
than everyone else is absolutely not
true.

I come from a place that many in
this town call flyover country. It may
surprise you that planes actually land
in flyover country. And when you get
off the plane, do you know what you
find? You find smart people. People
who balance their budgets, serve their
neighbors, and love their kids.

They are not helpless. Right when
they finally get their budget to balance
or get their family back in place,
Washington has a new plan for their
budget.

When the President said in his State
of the Union that, ‘“The shift to a
cleaner energy economy won’t happen
overnight, and it will require tough
choices along the way,” many people
didn’t realize that those tough choices
would be on their own budgets.

In my State, electricity prices are
going up. One of the electricity pro-
ducers faces new compliance costs of
over $1,600 per meter—per meter—sim-
ply because of a new aesthetic air qual-
ity regulation. It is not dealing with
health. It is just dealing with aesthetic
air quality regulations by this adminis-
tration.

When families try to figure out their
paycheck and why it is not going as far
anymore, they should ask the question:
Why does gas cost more? Why does
electricity cost more? Why does corn
cost more? Why does beef cost more?
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Why does health care cost more? Why
are local taxes going up? And why is
insurance costing more?

It is not the evil capitalists on Wall
Street. It is the oceans of new regula-
tions that are taking every spare dime
from Americans’ budgets because
someone here in Washington thinks
they know better.

Listen, whether it is a farm or
whether it is on an energy platform or
whether it is this Chamber that passed
a bill 2 years ago straight down a
party-line vote that told every Amer-
ican that they could not pick the
health care they wanted, they had to
pick the one Washington approved;
they couldn’t have the same doctor,
they had to pick one that Washington
approved; they couldn’t pay what they
chose to because they have to go to the
hospital that Washington chose—by
the way, the costs are going to go up as
well because Washington put a new tax
on medical devices, like a dental
crown, a knee replacement, or a pace-
maker, so right when they are getting
hit with medical bills, they are also
going to get hit with a new tax as well.
What a great idea.

The problem is this government has
grown and grown over decades. It is
time to turn this around. Now is the
moment to give the American people
back what they need back, that is,
freedom from the ongoing regulations.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to recommit.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 9 of rule XX, this 5-
minute vote on the motion to recom-
mit will be followed by a 5-minute vote
on passage of the bill, if ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 192, noes 218,
not voting 20, as follows:

[Roll No. 89]

AYES—192
Barber Castor (FL) Delaney
Barrow (GA) Castro (TX) DeLauro
Bass Chu DelBene
Beatty Cicilline Dingell
Becerra Clark (MA) Doggett
Bera (CA) Clarke (NY) Doyle
Bishop (GA) Clay Duckworth
Bishop (NY) Cleaver Edwards
Blumenauer Clyburn Ellison
Bonamici Cohen Engel
Brady (PA) Connolly Enyart
Braley (IA) Conyers Eshoo
Brown (FL) Cooper Esty
Brownley (CA) Costa Farr
Bustos Courtney Fattah
Butterfield Crowley Foster
Capps Cuellar Frankel (FL)
Capuano Cummings Fudge
Cardenas Davis (CA) Gabbard
Carney Dayvis, Danny Gallego
Carson (IN) DeFazio Garamendi
Cartwright DeGette Garcia
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Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutiérrez
Hahn
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Heck (WA)
Higgins
Himes
Hinojosa
Holt
Honda
Horsford
Hoyer
Huffman
Israel
Jackson Lee
Jeffries
Johnson, E. B.
Jones
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilmer
Kind
Kirkpatrick
Kuster
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan Grisham
(NM)

Aderholt
Amash
Amodei
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Barr
Barton
Benishek
Bentivolio
Bilirakis
Blackburn
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Bridenstine
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Burgess
Byrne
Camp
Campbell
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman
Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Conaway
Cook
Cotton
Crawford
Crenshaw
Culberson
Daines
Davis, Rodney
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesdJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Farenthold

Lujan, Ben Ray
(NM)
Lynch
Maffei
Maloney,
Carolyn
Maloney, Sean
Matheson
Matsui
McCollum
McGovern
McIntyre
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Michaud
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Murphy (FL)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Negrete McLeod
Nolan
O’Rourke
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters (CA)
Peters (MI)
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Pocan
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Richmond
Roybal-Allard

NOES—218

Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores

Forbes

Foxx

Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs

Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guthrie

Hall

Hanna
Harper

Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)
Heck (NV)
Hensarling
Herrera Beutler
Holding
Hudson
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter

Hurt

Issa

Jenkins
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jordan

Joyce

Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
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Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Sinema
Sires
Slaughter
Speier
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Waxman
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth

Labrador
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Lankford
Latham
Latta
LoBiondo
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Marchant
Marino
Massie
McAllister
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
McClintock
McHenry
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mullin
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Palazzo
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry
Petri
Pittenger
Pitts
Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey
Price (GA)
Reed
Reichert

Renacci Scalise Tipton
Ribble Schock Turner
Rice (SC) Schweikert Valadao
Rigell Sensenbrenner Wagner
Roby Sessions Walberg
Roe (TN) Shimkus Walorski
Rogers (AL) Shuster Weber (TX)
Rogers (KY) Simpson Webster (FL)
Rogers (MI) Smith (MO) Wenstrup
Rohrabacher Smith (NE) Whitfield
Rokita Smith (NJ) Williams
Rooney Smith (TX) Wilson (SC)
Ros-Lehtinen Southerland Wittman
Roskam Stewart Wolf

Ross Stivers Womack
Rothfus Stutzman Woodall
Royce Terry Yoder
Ryan (WI) Thompson (PA) Yoho
Salmon Thornberry Young (AK)
Sanford Tiberi Young (IN)

NOT VOTING—20

Bishop (UT) Johnson (GA) Scott, Austin

Black McCarthy (NY) Smith (WA)
Calvert McDermott Stockman
Cramer Pastor (AZ) Upton

Deutch Runyan Walden
Fortenberry Rush Westmoreland
Gosar Schwartz

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing.
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So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated for:

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall
No. 89 | was delayed getting to the vote. Had
| been present, | would have voted “yes.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a
5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 234, noes 176,
not voting 20, as follows:

[Roll No. 90]

AYES—234
Aderholt Chaffetz Fleischmann
Amash Coble Fleming
Amodei Coffman Flores
Bachmann Cole Forbes
Barber Collins (GA) Foxx
Barletta Collins (NY) Franks (AZ)
Barr Conaway Frelinghuysen
Barrow (GA) Cook Gabbard
Barton Costa Gallego
Benishek Cotton Gardner
Bentivolio Crawford Garrett
Bilirakis Crenshaw Gerlach
Blackburn Cuellar Gibbs
Boustany Culberson Gibson
Brady (TX) Daines Gingrey (GA)
Bridenstine Davis, Rodney Gohmert
Brooks (AL) DeFazio Goodlatte
Brooks (IN) Delaney Gowdy
Broun (GA) Denham Granger
Buchanan Dent Graves (GA)
Bucshon DeSantis Graves (MO)
Burgess DesJarlais Griffin (AR)
Byrne Diaz-Balart Griffith (VA)
Camp Duffy Grimm
Campbell Duncan (SC) Guthrie
Cantor Duncan (TN) Hall
Capito Ellmers Hanna
Carter Farenthold Harper
Cassidy Fincher Harris
Chabot Fitzpatrick Hartzler

Hastings (WA)
Heck (NV)
Hensarling
Herrera Beutler
Holding
Hudson
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter

Hurt

Issa

Jenkins
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones

Jordan

Joyce

Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Labrador
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Lankford
Latham
Latta
LoBiondo
Long

Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Marchant
Marino
Massie
Matheson
McAllister
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
MecClintock
McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinley

Bass
Beatty
Becerra
Bera (CA)
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardenas
Carney
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Conyers
Cooper
Courtney
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny
DeGette
DeLauro
DelBene
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Duckworth
Edwards
Ellison
Engel

McMorris
Rodgers
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mullin
Mulvaney
Murphy (FL)
Murphy (PA)
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Owens
Palazzo
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry
Peters (CA)
Peterson
Petri
Pittenger
Pitts
Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey
Price (GA)
Rahall
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Rice (SC)
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam

NOES—176

Enyart
Eshoo

Esty

Farr

Fattah
Foster
Frankel (FL)
Fudge
Garamendi
Garcia
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutiérrez
Hahn
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Heck (WA)
Higgins
Himes
Hinojosa
Holt

Honda
Horsford
Hoyer
Huffman
Israel
Jackson Lee
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilmer
Kind
Kirkpatrick
Kuster
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin

Lewis
Lipinski
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Ross
Rothfus
Royce

Ryan (WI)
Salmon
Sanchez, Loretta
Sanford
Scalise
Schock
Schweikert
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Sinema
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stewart
Stivers
Stutzman
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walorski
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Whitfield
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder

Yoho

Young (AK)
Young (IN)

Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan Grisham
(NM)
Lujan, Ben Ray
(NM)
Lynch
Maffei
Maloney,
Carolyn
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Michaud
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Negrete McLeod
Nolan
O’Rourke
Pallone
Pascrell
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters (MI)
Pingree (ME)
Pocan
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rangel
Richmond
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Ryan (OH)
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Sanchez, Linda Sires Veasey
T. Slaughter Vela
Sarbanes Speier Velazquez
Schakowsky Swalwell (CA) Visclosky
Schiff Takano Walz
Schneider Thompson (CA) Wasserman
Schrader Thompson (MS) Schultz
Scott (VA) Tierney Waters
Scott, David Titus Waxman
Serrano Tonko
Welch
Sewell (AL) Tsongas Wil FL
Shea-Porter Van Hollen ilson (FL)
Sherman Vargas Yarmuth
NOT VOTING—20
Bachus Gosar Scott, Austin
Bishop (UT) McCarthy (NY) Smith (WA)
Black Pastor (AZ) Stockman
Calvert Rigell Upton
Cramer Runyan Walden
Deutch Rush Westmoreland
Fortenberry Schwartz
0O 1131
Mr. CARDENAS changed his vote

from ‘‘aye’ to ‘“‘no.”

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 86
on the Cummings amendment on H.R. 899, |
am not recorded because | was absent due to
illness. Had | been present, | would have
voted “nay.”

On rollcall No. 87 on the Connolly amend-
ment on H.R. 899, | am not recorded because
| was absent due to illness. Had | been
present, | would have voted “nay.”

On rollcall No. 88 on the Jackson Lee
amendment on H.R. 899, | am not recorded
because | was absent due to illness. Had |
been present, | would have voted “nay.”

On rollcall No. 89 on the Motion to Recom-
mit with Instructions on H.R. 899, | am not re-
corded because | was absent due to illness.
Had | been present, | would have voted “nay.”

On rollcall No. 90 on passage of H.R. 899,
| am not recorded because | was absent due
to illness. Had | been present, | would have
voted “aye.”

———

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. HOYER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I rise for
the purpose of inquiring of the major-
ity leader the schedule for the week to
come, and I yield to my friend, the ma-
jority leader, Mr. CANTOR.

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Maryland, the
Democratic whip, for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, on Monday, the House
will meet at noon for morning-hour
and 2 p.m. for legislative Dbusiness.
Votes will be postponed until 6:30 p.m.
On Tuesday and Wednesday, the House
will meet at 10 a.m. for morning-hour
and noon for legislative business. On
Thursday, the House will meet at 9
a.m. for legislative business. The last
votes of the week are expected no later
than 3 p.m. On Friday, no votes are ex-
pected.

Mr. Speaker, the House will consider
a few suspensions next week, a com-
plete list of which will be announced by
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the close of business today. Of note, I
expect one of those suspensions to be
the bipartisan flood insurance bill.

In addition, the House will consider a
number of bills to address the middle
class squeeze brought on by the in-
crease in home heating costs. This win-
ter has been one of the coldest in re-
cent memory, and people are running
their heaters longer to keep their fami-
lies warm. Last fall, the Energy Infor-
mation Administration predicted that
90 percent of U.S. households would see
higher home heating costs this year,
and low-income families already spend
12 percent of their household budget on
energy costs.

America does not work if middle
class families are taking home less. To
lower the cost of heating a home, to in-
crease paychecks for middle class
Americans, and to build an America
that works, the House will consider the
following bills:

H.R. 4076, the HHEATT Act, authored
by Chairman BILL SHUSTER, to make it
easier to transport propane to areas
with shortages;

H.R. 2641, the RAPID Act, sponsored
by Representative ToM MARINO, to ex-
pedite Federal permitting for energy
construction projects;

H.R. 2824, Preventing Government
Waste and Protecting Coal Mining Jobs
in America, authored by Representa-
tive BILL JOHNSON, to protect coal min-
ing from excessive and unnecessary
Federal regulation; and

H.R. 3826, the Electricity Security
and Affordability Act, sponsored by
Representative ED WHITFIELD, to pro-
tect electric utility plants from exces-
sive and overly burdensome EPA regu-
lation.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, given all the
problems Americans are facing with
the rollout of ObamaCare, the House
will consider the Simple Fairness Act.
This bill will provide relief and fairness
to individuals, just as the administra-
tion has done for business, by making
the individual mandate penalty =zero
dollars for the remainder of the year.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for the information he has given to me.

I want to comment on one of the
statements he made, with which I
agree, in which, Mr. Speaker, you just
told us—again, I agree—America
doesn’t work if middle class families
are taking home less. I would urge him,
consistent with that statement, in rec-
ognition of the fact that America
works better when working families
are making better wages, that we
would hope the minimum wage could
be brought to the floor.

As the gentleman I am sure knows,
in 2013 dollars, the minimum wage
would now be $10.57 if it were at the
same level it was over 40 years ago in
1968. The minimum wage has eroded
very substantially in its purchasing
power and its ability to give middle
class families, as you say, and America
a decent take-home pay. We believe
both the minimum wage and unem-
ployment insurance extension for the
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1.8 to 2 million people who have lost
that safety net is both hurting the
economy and obviously hurting fami-
lies. So we agree very strongly with
the gentleman’s statement.

Obviously, the bills he refers to he
believes will also have an effect on this
issue, but I would hope that you would
seriously consider bringing the min-
imum wage and unemployment insur-
ance to the floor. We believe—al-
though, frankly, I don’t have a precise
count on your side of the aisle, which I
am sure does not shock you—that both
of those bills would have the votes on
this floor, as the Speaker has indi-
cated, to work its will and to pass
those pieces of legislation. So I would
hope the gentleman would consider
that.

Secondly, Mr. Leader, we are pleased
that flood insurance is moving ahead,
we hope, and we want to thank you for
your efforts that you have made on be-
half of this. I know that Ms. WATERS
from the Financial Services Committee
has been working very hard on our
side. We very much want to see the re-
lief extended to those who have been
confronted with these extraordinary
increases in premiums which are
unsustainable, particularly for middle
class families, but for almost every-
body; and we appreciate the work that
you have done with Ms. WATERS to try
to make sure that the protections that
are extended are sufficient, certainly
in the short term, but hopefully also in
the long term, to meet both the objec-
tive of making it sustainable for fami-
lies, but also, over the long term, fis-
cally sustainable for the Nation.

So I want to thank you for that. We
look forward to considering that next
week and hope that will be on the floor
next week.

If the gentleman wants to comment
further, I yield to him.

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman
for his comments about the issue of
flood insurance and the need to sustain
the effort to return to actuarial sound-
ness in that program, at the same time
to have affordable and sustainable in-
creases in premiums, which is impor-
tant for the actuarial soundness of the
program. So I appreciate that and look
forward to the bipartisan effort next
week on the floor with that.

As to the gentleman’s comments, Mr.
Speaker, about the minimum wage and
unemployment insurance extension, it
is interesting, if you look at the con-
stituents that we need to focus on,
those individuals who struggle to get
through the month to pay the bills,
those struggling at their job each week
with wages that have not increased in
real terms in a decade, we could do
something on the floor of this House
that would be as beneficial, if not more
so, to the economy and would address
the concerns that we have about de-
creasing wages, and that is we could
roll back the 30-hour workweek rule
under ObamaCare. If we were to do
that and return it to the 40-hour work-
week again—that is a 25 percent in-
crease in wages—we could do that, and
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the wage earner at minimum wage
would be about $2 off from where that
wage earner would be if you followed
what the gentleman is suggesting in
raising the minimum wage, as the
President wants, to $10.10. But the
added benefit is, as CBO has warned,
you don’t have to go about harming job
creation prospects at the same time,
which means, an increase in minimum
wage, as CBO suggested, could very
likely result in less jobs being created.

So we can do this without harming
the prospects for job creation and help
those constituents right now who have
been struggling for so long. That is
how we can make America work again.
Let’s get America back to work, more
Americans working.

So as far as the gentleman’s sugges-
tions about UI, at the end of the day,
what we need to do—and I think what
most of our constituents who are out of
work would like, is they would like a
job. And what we know today is there
is a mismatch in terms of the job open-
ings and the skills that those who are
unemployed have.

We passed a bill on the floor of this
House called the SKILLS Act, and it is
something I have spoken to the Presi-
dent about and I have spoken to the
Vice President about. I would like to
work with the gentleman, Mr. Speaker,
to see if we can resolve the differences
on that bill that has passed this House
to get the Senate to act so we can fi-
nally get the chronically unemployed
in this country back on a path to pro-
ductivity and give them a hope so they
can get a job again. They need the
skills.

Mr. HOYER. I thank my friend for
yielding.

Let me say to him that I will ask my
staff—and they usually do what I ask
them to do—next week to sit down
with your staff and to talk about the
SKILLS Act. We have significant dif-
ferences. It was passed on a largely
partisan vote, as the gentleman knows,
but I agree with him. As you know, I
have an agenda that we call Make It In
America, and it deals with skills, and
it deals with a 21st century workforce
education, and so the objective we
agree upon. I will certainly look for-
ward to working with him on the spe-
cifics to see if we can get an agree-
ment, a consensus, so that we can pass
a bill which accomplishes those objec-
tives, because we share those objec-
tives.

0O 1145

Let me say, Mr. Speaker, it is inter-
esting, I talk about the minimum
wage. The majority leader answers, Mr.
Speaker, that yes, the value of wages
has decreased, but if we increased the
Affordable Care Act to a 40-hour cri-
teria, and less than that, 39 hours, no
health care would necessarily be avail-
able to those workers, but you would
increase their salary by 25 percent.
Now on that theory, Mr. Speaker, per-
haps if we increased the work to 80
hours a week, we would double their
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pay. Or perhaps we could triple their
pay if you increased it to 120 hours a
week. But, very frankly, it has eroded.
The minimum wage is not worth what
it was, and, very frankly, in 1969, the
economy was not going bust. We
weren’t hemorrhaging jobs. We were
doing pretty well.

Very frankly, CBO has said that
some 25 million Americans, some di-
rectly and some indirectly, would be
advantaged by increasing the minimum
wage and paying a wage that did not
leave a worker in the richest country
on the face of the Earth in poverty
working 40 hours a week. That is not
an acceptable alternative in America,
and we have raised the minimum wage
periodically. We raised it last, of
course, when Democrats were in charge
in 2007. We raised it to $7.25 over time,
now $7.25, but it is substantially less
and it replaces 36 percent of average
wage, as opposed to in 1968, replacing 54
percent of average wage.

So, Mr. Speaker, I would hope that
yves, we can take other steps that the
majority leader has pointed out that I
think we perhaps can reach agreement
on, but that we ought to recognize that
we expect people who can and are able
to do so work in America, but they also
expect us to pay them a wage on which
they can have some degree of financial
ability to support themselves, a family,
and to live decently in America. So I
would hope that we could do that.

Lastly, Mr. Speaker, let me discuss a
bill that we believe will help the econ-
omy greatly. The Chamber of Com-
merce believes it will help the economy
greatly. Farm owners believe it will
help the economy, and it is the broad-
est coalition that I have seen in the
country on an issue in many respects:
evangelicals, Roman Catholics, Jews,
other faiths, all have said, 70-plus per-
cent of America says we ought to pass
comprehensive immigration reform.

Mr. Speaker, Speaker BOEHNER came
forward with some principles in my
State just a few weeks ago for moving
forward on comprehensive immigration
reform. We were very positively im-
pressed with those principles. We may
not have agreed on every jot and tittle
of the suggestions, but we thought it
was a very good basis to move forward
on which to have a discussion and
bring comprehensive immigration re-
form to the floor.

As Tom Donohue, the president of
the Chamber of Commerce of the
United States of America, said it was
absolutely essential, I would hope, Mr.
Speaker, that we could bring that to
the floor, have a debate and have con-
sideration of it. My view is it has the
votes in the people’s House to pass if it
were brought to the floor. I would hope
that could be done.

With that, I yield to my friend, the
majority leader.

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding, and I would
like to underscore and respond to that,
that I don’t believe there is the req-
uisite number of votes in the House to
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pass the Senate’s comprehensive immi-
gration bill. We have taken the posi-
tion on our side of the aisle that we are
not for that bill. The gentleman right-
fully points out that the Speaker and
our leadership put out some standards
to provide a path for discussion about
how we go about addressing a very bro-
ken immigration system.

The problem is, Mr. Speaker, we
don’t have a lot of trust on our side
about how this administration will im-
plement the laws we pass; nor do I
think, Mr. Speaker, one can blame us
given the track record of this adminis-
tration in seemingly unilaterally mak-
ing decisions on how to implement a
health care law when it doesn’t work.
This is the frustration and lack of
trust that has resulted from those
kinds of actions.

We do need to restore the trust in our
government for the people that put us
here. We do need to address a very bro-
ken system, but the administration or
anyone’s insistence that somehow ev-
erything has to be addressed right now
our way is not something that is going
to sit well, especially given the fact
that there is not a lot of trust given
the lack of what we believe would be
full and faithful execution of the laws
as to what is going on with the health
care law and others on the part of the
administration.

So I don’t in any way accept the sta-
tus quo, I would say to the gentleman
on immigration, but we have got to
work to see a way forward that can
provide a better way.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. Speaker, frankly, I have heard
this trust argument before. That would
be an argument for not doing anything
because you don’t trust the adminis-
tration to execute the laws and, there-
fore, don’t pass any laws. I think that
is a make-wait argument, Mr. Speaker.
And, very frankly, there is a way to see
who is right on this, I tell my friend,
the majority leader. The majority lead-
er says he doesn’t believe that it has
the votes on the floor. There is a won-
derful way to test that—bring it to the
floor, and we will see who is right.

The American people, over 70 percent
of them, believe that we ought to pass
comprehensive immigration reform.
Polls on their side of the aisle and polls
on our side of the aisle and independent
polls largely agree: over 7 out of 10
Americans believe we ought to pass
this bill. In fact, seven, or very close to
7 out of 10 of their representatives in
the other body voted for comprehensive
immigration reform. They had a vote.
They brought it to the floor. It passed
overwhelmingly. It has sat here for
months, unattended, but maybe that is
our alternative.

Very frankly, there have been alter-
natives passed out of the Judiciary
Committee and out of the Homeland
Security Committee by the Repub-
licans, and they are not on the floor ei-
ther, Mr. Speaker. So no immigration
alternatives have been offered for a
vote on this floor, the people’s House, a
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House in which the Speaker said when
he took the gavel here, the people’s
will will be reflected because they
would bring things to the floor. They
accused us of not doing that. That was
their right to do so, but now I suggest
they are following a policy that they
have severely criticized and said was
wrong. So if they were sincere then, we
would simply ask the majority leader
to bring the bill to the floor and see if
he is right or if I am right; to see
whether we have the votes or we don’t.
The American people deserve that vote
because they are overwhelmingly for
that vote, and then they can take their
own view from there as to who they
agree with and who they don’t agree
with.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

———

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY,
MARCH 3, 2014

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet on Monday next, when it shall
convene at noon for morning-hour de-
bate and 2 p.m. for legislative business.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARR). Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from Virginia?

There was no objection.

——————

CONGRATULATING DR. ABNER
WOMACK

(Mrs. HARTZLER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute).

Mrs. HARTZLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to recognize Dr. Abner Womack,
professor emeritus at the University of
Missouri, for receiving the Distin-
guished Service Award. This is the
highest award awarded by the Amer-
ican Farm Bureau.

As a farm boy with a knack for num-
bers, he has used his expertise to build
the internationally renowned Food and
Agriculture Policy Research Institute
that provides high-quality analysis for
Congress and the USDA. This system of
statistical models allows congressional
Members and their staff to analyze the
effects and tradeoffs of competing poli-
cies. Dr. Womack’s academic integrity
is evidenced in the strong academic,
nonpartisan reputation that FAPRI en-
joys.

However, Dr. Womack’s reach far ex-
ceeds that of Capitol Hill. I want to
commend him for his tireless effort to
reach out to farmers across Missouri
and around the world. His passion for
agriculture and vast knowledge of sta-
tistical models, paired with his ability
to effectively communicate complex
ideas in a commonsense manner, have
made him a priceless asset to all he en-
counters.

Again, I want to thank Dr. Womack
for his lifelong efforts in supporting
American agriculture, and recognize
him for this achievement.
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RAISING THE MINIMUM WAGE

(Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today to urge my fellow col-
leagues to allow an up-or-down vote on
H.R. 1010, which would give at least 25
million Americans a pay raise. For
many Americans, most of whom are
women, who work 40 hours a week at
$7.25 an hour, they gross a mere $290 a
week. That comes out to $15,000 per
year, just barely above the Federal
poverty guidelines.

In America, no one should have to
work full time and raise their family in
poverty. In Georgia alone, raising the
minimum wage would give more than
500,000 hardworking people a raise.
Most Americans support raising the
minimum wage, but my Republican
colleagues refuse to give it a vote. Ob-
viously, many of them have never expe-
rienced life working at $7.25 an hour.

The American people are calling for
an economy that works for everyone—
where a hard day’s work earns a decent
day’s pay, and everyone has an oppor-
tunity to build a brighter future.

———

SUPPORT LOCAL ACT

(Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.
Mr. Speaker, today I rise in the House
as an original cosponsor of H.R. 4100,
the Local Organization Cooperative
Agreement and Facility Maintenance
Act, or the LOCAL Act.

For the past several years, the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers has partnered
with local nonprofit organizations to
cooperatively manage and maintain
recreational facilities at lakes and res-
ervoirs on these Federal lands.

In my district, the Friends of
Raystown Lake Group in Huntingdon
County have been able to collect and
retain user fees generated from the
public’s use of the lake, which they
then reinvest to perform operations
and maintenance on that site. Re-
cently, an administrative ruling forced
the Army Corps to terminate these
agreements at facilities across the
country. The Friends of Raystown
should be commended for their vol-
unteerism, not penalized by Washing-
ton’s bureaucracy. The LOCAL Act will
allow these and other agreements to
remain in force.

I would encourage my colleagues to
support the LOCAL Act to ensure the
Army Corps can continue these cooper-
ative agreements that are good for the
community and good for taxpayers.

————————

CONSTITUTIONALITY OF
EXECUTIVE ACTIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
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uary 3, 2013, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GOHMERT) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority
leader.

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, these
are interesting times in America. For
most of us who went to law school, we
were taught that for an adversarial
system of justice of law to work, there
has to be active participation on both
sides of an issue, of a person charged
with a crime, on defense, or litigation
over a law itself. So Chairman GOOD-
LATTE from just across the river in Vir-
ginia called a hearing in the Judiciary
Committee this week. We had another
hearing about the constitutionality, or
lack thereof, of actions by this admin-
istration, and it is very alarming.
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Professor Jonathan Turley, with
whom I have disagreed on many policy
issues, has a wonderful grasp of the
Constitution; and he recognizes the
dangers when an administration de-
cides to pick and choose which laws
will be enforced and goes further and
issues executive orders, not like prior
administrations that simply explain on
most occasions or illuminate some law
as to how they think it is to be inter-
preted, but to actually make law and
executive orders. That is just uncon-
scionable for somebody that took an
oath to defend the Constitution.

I can’t recall times that I have
agreed with The LA Times before, but
they had an editorial that indicates
even The LA Times understands the
danger of what is going on right now in
this country with this administration.

We have an Attorney General who
has been requested to produce docu-
ments lawfully, informally, refused to
do so, been subpoenaed to produce in-
formation documents, has refused to do
so unlawfully, to the point that the
committee had a hearing and ulti-
mately found the Attorney General of
the United States in contempt of Con-
gress, which came to this floor and, in
a very unusual action found, the Attor-
ney General, the highest law enforce-
ment officer in this country, in con-
tempt of Congress, basically in con-
tempt of the Constitution.

This has far wider implications than
most in America seem to grasp be-
cause, when the highest law enforce-
ment officer in America refuses to
comply with the law, holds himself out
as being above any law, creates laws
that he wants to defend—at least the
administration creating laws that they
want to defend or follow—and actually
saying in this room—I just had the
President of the United States say in
this room: I am going to go around the
Congress—if you don’t do what I want,
I am going to go around the Congress.

The ramifications for that are so
staggering to anyone who has con-
templated the founding of this country
that it is beyond words. The Founders
set up these checks and balances be-
lieving that, surely, there would be
people in the judiciary—although they
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saw that as the least powerful branch,
though it has now become the most
powerful—they saw Congress as always
being willing to defend its own laws,
even to the point of defunding any-
thing in the administration that did
not protect and defend the law.

They saw a President as standing up
and refusing to follow things that were
not the law. They felt like each branch
would judiciously protect their own
powers under the Constitution, and
that balance would allow this Nation
to go forward as the freest Nation in
the history of the world.

But today, we are living in a time
where all of that is in jeopardy, when
one branch can act to the total dis-
regard of another branch or other
branches. We have seen that with exec-
utive orders that just completely
change the law as written and com-
pletely intentionally disregards the
law of the land. It is staggering.

The LA Times had an editorial on
February 27 that talked about the At-
torney General’s posture on just pick-
ing and choosing which laws he would
provide a defense for.

Mr. Speaker, I stand here as some-
one—as a prosecutor, as a lawyer, as a
judge, as a chief justice—who at times
absolutely did not like laws—par-
ticular laws—but knew if this Nation
were to remain for years to come, we
had to either change the law legally; or
as lawyers, as officers of the court, as
judges, as chief justices, we had to fol-
low the law.

Back in the ’80s, I was ordered by a
State district judge to file an appeal—
to represent a man on appeal after hav-
ing been convicted of capital murder. I
was then, as now, a very conservative
person.

I went to the judge after I got the
call that I was going to be appointed
and begged the judge not to appoint
me, that I was doing civil trial work, I
wasn’t doing criminal work, please
don’t appoint me to appeal a criminal
conviction because I will have to go
back to school to do a proper job of
representing a man on appeal of the
death penalty.

I knew if he appointed me—because 1
took an oath to support and defend the
Constitution of the United States, I
would spend incredible hours to make
sure I properly represented the man on
appeal, even though I didn’t know any
more about the facts of the case than I
had read in the papers. From the pa-
pers, I got the impression that he had
probably gotten what he deserved.

But the judge appointed me to appeal
a capital murder conviction in which
the defendant was sentenced to death. I
didn’t want the case, didn’t ask for it,
begged not to have it.

But I knew that if our system was to
work, I had to do everything ethically
and legally I could to present my cli-
ent’s side of the case. As I got into it
and I read the entire long, long tran-
script—every word of it—I realized the
man had not gotten a fair trial, and un-
known to the district attorney, an as-
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sistant district attorney had acted in-
appropriately, and it caused great
harm and jeopardy to the case for the
defense.

I did the very best I could for my cli-
ent legally and ethically, and the case
was reversed at the highest criminal
court in Texas.

Even when, as attornies, we would
disagree with the law—and as we have
heard from this Attorney General and
people in this Justice Department over
and over—even when someone is abso-
lutely convicted, clearly is a criminal,
they deserve a proper defense.

So how this administration and this
Attorney General and this Justice De-
partment can justify picking and
choosing which laws they will defend
and which laws they will let fall with-
out a defense is unimaginable. For peo-
ple who have learned anything about
our Constitution, we have to zealously
represent the clients, the laws that are
put before us to represent.

This administration has now repeat-
edly chosen not to defend some laws
when the highest law enforcement in
the land, we know, actually was willing
to help convicted absolutely-known
criminals to get pardoned, to get light-
er sentences.

We bring people in who have fought—
or at least one individual who fought
to get a convicted murderer of a police
officer—who the evidence indicated
stood over him after he shot him and
shot him repeatedly—a police officer—
and yet, the Attorney General can jus-
tify bringing someone in; the President
justified bringing someone in by say-
ing: Oh, no, but everybody is entitled
to a defense, that is how our system
works.

Then when he has a constitutional
obligation to produce documents to
Congress and just says: I am going to
ignore that requirement of the law, I
don’t care, and not only am I going to
ignore that requirement of the law,
even after the extraordinary event of
having the United States House of Rep-
resentatives declare the highest rank-
ing law enforcement officer in the
country to be in contempt of Con-
gress—which is really in contempt of
the Constitution—still has the nerve to
come in here during the State of the
Union, which is really thumbing the
nose at the Constitution—at Con-
gress—that: I will ignore the law, I
won’t follow the laws I don’t like, I
won’t defend the laws I don’t like; and
then this week actually go out and tell
State law enforcement officers—high-
est ranking State law enforcement offi-
cers that, in essence, if they don’t like
a law, then just don’t defend it.

So this editorial, just in part, from
the LA Times, points out that:

The six State attorneys general who have
declined to defend their States’ bans on
same-sex marriage in court got some encour-
agement this week from U.S. Attorney Gen-
eral Eric H. Holder, Jr. In a speech to the Na-
tional Association of Attorneys General,
Holder said that it was sometimes appro-
priate for attorneys general to abandon their
usual obligation to defend the constitu-
tionality of State laws.
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This page supports same-sex marriage un-
reservedly. But even so, we worry that Hold-
er’s comments will embolden additional
State attorneys general—Republicans and
Democrats, liberals and conservatives—to
pick and choose which of their States’ laws
they will defend in court.

It also says further down:

Yet when attorneys general are elected, as
in 43 States, the temptation will be to trans-
mute a popular political stand into a con-
stitutional objection.

Even if Holder is right that attorneys gen-
eral should refuse to defend State laws in
“‘exceedingly rare’” circumstances, those
laws ought to be defended by someone.

Further down they point out that:

They probably would react differently,
however, if a future Attorney General re-
fused to defend the constitutionality of stat-
utes that treat attacks on gays and lesbians
as hate crimes.

I would imagine this Attorney Gen-
eral would find that unconscionable;
but once we began to ignore the law
and become a Nation of men—and that
is generic, including men and women,
whoever is in authority—instead of a
Nation of laws, then we become like
the nations that so many people try to
flee to come to America because there
is graft, there is corruption, because
the rule of law is not followed.

It is whatever the dictator, the drug
group, whatever the people in power
think should be the law will be the law,
and it becomes an unbearable place to
live.

There is a reason that fences end up
being built around a country not to
keep people in, as in the Soviet Union
days, but because people want to come
flooding in, which would overwhelm
our country, overwhelm our ability to
provide government services, and end
the ability to be a Nation where people
want to come.
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There is a reason. It is because we
have been a Nation of laws that has ap-
plied the law fairly across the board.

Clearly, because the government is
composed of human beings, there will
be mistakes and there will be abuses,
but in abuses, even Presidents have
been held to account. That keeps us
being a Nation of laws. Yet, when the
highest-ranking law enforcement offi-
cer in the country refuses to provide
information to Congress that he law-
fully is required to produce, this coun-
try is in grave jeopardy. I am pleased
that even the LA Times has gotten a
glimpse of the potential problems here.

In a couple of different hearings, 1
have asked the highest-ranking law en-
forcement officer in our country for
the production of documents provided
to the defendants, to the defendants
who were convicted of supporting ter-
rorism, making them terrorists. I have
asked for the copies of the documents
that were provided in discovery to con-
victed terrorists. I have been told there
could be classification problems, and as
I have pointed out, if you gave them to
the terrorists, you can give them to
Members of Congress.
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After yet another request last June,
in writing—months and months later—
I finally get a response that, in es-
sence, says, Here is a Web site where
you can go look at some of these docu-
ments. We have got 500 documents that
were introduced at trial, and so that
should take care of it.

No, it doesn’t.

The Justice Department gave terror-
ists thousands and thousands of pages
of documents, and even in the U.S. Cir-
cuit Court of Appeals’ opinion, the
Fifth Circuit, they point out that there
were 9,600 or so transcripts of recorded
conversations. Those were given to the
people convicted of terrorism, and yet
this Justice Department refuses to
allow Members of Congress to see
those.

The Founders had the idea that there
would be oversight and that Congress
would supervise what happened in the
executive branch. That provided that
balance of power to keep us from mov-
ing in the direction of a monarchy or of
a totalitarian government. Yet, when
this body finally gets around to some
oversight, it is dismissed. What do we
do? We vote to hold the Attorney Gen-
eral in contempt and then allow him to
remain in contempt without con-
sequences.

Perhaps the proper remedy, under
the thinking of the Founders, is, if an
Attorney General refuses to enforce
the laws that Congress passes and
other Presidents sign into law, then
you defund the particular individuals
in the Department of Justice until
such time as they start doing their
jobs. You don’t defund the people who
are out enforcing the law, protecting
the country, but you defund those peo-
ple who are thumbing their noses at
the Constitution and at proper, legal,
constitutional oversight. We haven’t
done that.

So the American public, the laws,
and the Constitution remain at risk be-
cause people who have defended terror-
ists and who have worked to get even
terrorists lighter sentences and par-
dons and things like that don’t think
laws duly passed by Congress, signed
into law by the President and upheld
by the Supreme Court are worth de-
fending. Then don’t stop there. Not
only actually start telling the highest
law enforcement officers in the country
that they should start ignoring laws in
rare cases but to ignore the laws when
you don’t think they are appropriate.

We also know we have a Justice De-
partment that, in their efforts to avoid
making radical Islamist terrorists
think that we might not like them,
started outreach programs under the
prior administration. I asked the prior
FBI Director: Since you say that this
Muslim community is like every other
community in the Nation, how are the
other outreach programs going with
the Baptists? The Catholics? The Jews?
The Buddhists? There is no other out-
reach program to any other religious
group, so that would seem to indicate
there is something special here.
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There are violent people in every re-
ligion, but as Thomas Jefferson was so
shocked to find out, there is one reli-
gion that has a small component of it
that believes that a sure way to para-
dise is to kill innocent men, women,
and children because they don’t believe
religiously like those radicals do. That
is the reason Thomas Jefferson got his
own copy of the Koran that the Library
of Congress still has. He wanted to see
for himself. He was so well read. He
couldn’t believe there was a religion
that had a holy book for a basis that
would allow anyone to interpret it in
such a way as to kill innocent men,
women, and children.

There have been, to be sure, pur-
ported Christians over the ages who
thought it was their duty to go about
brutalizing people who were not Chris-
tians, but anyone who studies the
teachings of Christ about how we are
to individually act knows those would
not have been Christians doing the
kind of violence that they did. It is not
supported by the Bible. What is sup-
ported in the Bible is that if you do
evil, be afraid, because God does not
give the government the sword in vain.
Individually, we are not supposed to
judge and be vigilantes, but there is in
an orderly society a need to have a
government that will punish evil and
encourage good conduct.

This little experiment in a democ-
racy, in a republic and representative
form of government, is so fragile. It
bothers me when I read and hear those
words from Ronald Reagan that free-
dom is never more than one generation
from being gone and, even more trou-
bling, that a generation that loses lib-
erty does not get it back in that same
generation. I have hoped that I would
find a time and place where Reagan
was wrong about that, but I have not
yet.

So, when we see liberties being lost,
privacy rights being violated right and
left by our Federal Government, all
kinds of snooping on American citizens
without probable cause, not only by
the NSA—and certainly they have the
highest cause for which they are work-
ing, which is for our protection, but
yvet, when our privacy is completely
eroded, is our safety worth losing all of
our privacy completely?

We lost a dramatic amount of our
privacy when, without a single vote
from the Republican side of the aisle,
the Democrats in the House and Senate
passed what they called the Affordable
Care Act, which has become so
unaffordable, because the Federal Gov-
ernment will get everyone’s medical
records.

I was a bit staggered and maybe too
naive. After I had heard people speak
so emotionally from the heart about
the protection of privacy and what
happens in the bedroom, I was a little
staggered over these years to see peo-
ple on the Democratic side of the
aisle—my friends over here—who were
so thrilled to be giving every bit of pri-
vate information about their most pri-

February 28, 2014

vate body parts, about their most pri-
vate activities, to the government in
whole and bulk, and even said, That is
not violation enough; let’s do a con-
tract with General Electric, and let
them keep these records for us.

It is not like the government and pri-
vate industry can’t be hacked. Talk
about loss of privacy. I don’t really
have anything to hide in any of my
medical records, but it is nobody else’s
business. Yet, wholeheartedly, people
rushed and applauded the giving of all
of that most private information to the
Federal Government.

This week, I have been so proud of
my friend JEB HENSARLING, as chair-
man of Financial Services, who has
been trying to rein in this Consumer
Financial Protection Bureau—wow,
what a misnomer—that is gathering in-
formation about our credit cards, our
debit card activity, our loans when
these were supposed to be private be-
tween us and our lenders as long as
there was proper oversight to make
sure they were not violating the Con-
stitution. Yet the Federal Government,
as they are, starts getting all of our
debit card and credit card information.
They now have all of our medical
records that they are getting. They are
now watching and have the ability to
check every email, to check Web sites
you visit. They have the ability to ex-
amine every log of every call that you
make. People who once said I was crazy
for giving this example some years
back may begin to realize I wasn’t so
crazy. The example was this:

When the Federal Government has
the obligation to supervise every as-
pect of your health care—when you
force government-run health care on
the people of this Nation—and when
you have that same Federal Govern-
ment that can monitor every credit
and debit card purchase you make and
when they know where you go online
and when they can go into your emails,
is it so hard to believe that at some
point some American citizen would not
get a letter from the Federal Govern-
ment, saying:

We noticed that you purchased bacon
and butter at the grocery store this
last weekend, and we also noticed that
your cholesterol level is over 200. What
were you thinking? We can’t let you do
something like that, so we are going to
have to punish you. We are going to
have to start charging you more
money. We are going to have to start
supervising your activity. You are
going to have to start going and work-
ing out. We saw that you let your
membership at the gym lapse, and you
are not going anymore. We can tell by
where your car goes, by following the
GPS on your car, that you are not
going to the gym like you used to. You
need to start going back to the gym.
You need to quit buying butter and
bacon, and then we won’t punish you fi-
nancially like we are now.
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Is that so hard to believe that that
would start happening, could start hap-
pening? When you give the government
this much private information, then
liberty is sure to go shortly thereafter.

In quoting Benjamin Franklin, it has
been written different ways over the
years—some say he didn’t say it—but
basically, he certainly advocated that
those who are willing to give up liberty
for their safety deserve neither.

How much of our privacy and our lib-
erty are the American people willing to
give up just so that we can feel a little
safer? Because when you do that, you
will not be safe from your own govern-
ment. Your own government then be-
comes the biggest threat to your lib-
erty, to your freedom.

Things that brilliant colleagues on
the Democratic side of the aisle have
said over the years about our liberty
and about our privacy are really be-
coming an issue now, and I am not
hearing my friends across the aisle
that raised those important points now
talking about them. And I know when
you have someone in the White House
that is from your own party, it is kind
of tough to stand up and say, This is a
mistake. This is wrong.

But it is time that friends across the
aisle—Senators who are Democrats—
start standing up in numbers and say-
ing: Enough. You have usurped too
much power that the Constitution gave
to Congress.

Just because you don’t like the fact
that we take a long time and it is not
pretty to see laws being made doesn’t
mean you get to skip the whole proc-
ess. The Founders wanted gridlock.
They wanted it tough to pass laws.
They didn’t want us meeting year
round like we do. I am sure if the
Founders were around today, they
would be appalled that we meet as
much as we do. And when some people
back in east Texas say: Gee, why aren’t
you in Washington? I'm saying: You're
safer when we’re here because it means
we’re not passing another law that
takes your liberty away.

The Founders wanted some gridlock.
They didn’t want it too easy to pass
laws. Because they knew when that
happened, every little emotional issue
that came up would cause Congress to
come in and pass something even
though the moment was fleeting and
we should not be doing things quickly
and emotionally.

Thomas Jefferson was not part of the
Constitutional Convention in Philadel-
phia in 1787. He was amazed at how
good the document was. But he is re-
ported to have indicated that if he
could change one thing, he would make
it a requirement that before we could
pass a law, it had to be on file for a
year to make sure people have plenty
of time to discuss it.

We see how good an idea that would
be if we didn’t just run in here and do
things out of emotion, and we would
never, ever pass another bill so we
could find out what was in it. My party
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has not done anything as blatant as
ramming through bills. My copy of
ObamaCare was right around 2,500
pages. But we have had some bills that
we have not been given time to read
and to properly go through.

We were going to take up a flood in-
surance bill yesterday, and I am grate-
ful that it got moved off because we
haven’t had enough time to know what
the bill has actually got in it word for
word. Summaries are not enough, on
many occasions. Sometimes if it is not
a big deal, a summary may do it, but
somebody besides some staffer needs to
be looking at every word.

That is one of the benefits of going
through what we call regular order.
The subcommittee gets to have a
markup where they discuss every part
of the bill, and anyone can offer an
amendment to any part of the bill. And
then it goes to the full committee, and
anyone at the markup can offer an
amendment to any part of the bill, and
it gets debate and discussion. That is a
good process.

I believe that when we took the ma-
jority, we would do even better than we
have. We have done a lot better than
the 4 years from January of 2007 to
when we got the gavel back in January
of 2011. T was appalled at the com-
pletely closed rules and how it was just
staggering. We had no input. Nearly
half of the country basically had no
representation at all on all of the im-
portant bills because they just rammed
them through without any input from
Republicans—who represented Demo-
crats and Republicans. They didn’t get
represented in those districts.

It is important, no matter who is in
charge, that if it is really a critical
issue that needs immediate laws
passed, changes made, that we fully vet
every law that we pass.

We had an Over-Criminalization
hearing today. One of the huge mis-
takes—and it has been a very bipar-
tisan mistake—is that over all these
years, when Members of Congress on
both sides of the aisle want to show
how strongly we feel about something
and how tough we are, we slap a prison
sentence on things, and one of the
greatest injustices that Congress has
done is to pass laws that say any viola-
tions of the regulations under this law
will carry a term of imprisonment.

In our hearing today, there was an
estimate that there are probably
300,000 regulations, the violation of
which carries a prison sentence. Con-
gress has never seen them, never de-
bated them, and knows nothing about
them.

We have heard testimony from people
who have been sent to prison who did
some act and had no idea there was a
law against what they did. They did
time in prison as a result.

There was a man from Houston who
was doing business during retirement
by raising orchids. He ordered some or-
chids from South America. They were
sent to him, but the proper forms were
not filled out by the people that sent
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them to him, and under the law, any
violation of those postal regulations
requires time in prison.

So what happened? He was arrested
in his home in Houston. And since the
law gives choice of venue and it had
been mailed through Miami, they took
him to Miami, where he didn’t even
know anybody, didn’t have the money
for bail, and ends up doing 18 months in
prison, during which time he had a
stroke. He couldn’t testify. His wife
had to.

There was a poor guy from Wash-
ington State that was trying to create
a better battery. He had every chem-
ical properly stored. One day, driving
home, the EPA SWAT team had black
Suburbans come up behind him, the
side, in front, and forced him off the
road, yanked him out of his car, threw
him to the ground, handcuffed him,
threw him in jail, and then drug him to
Alaska.

His heinous crime was that when he
mailed a chemical to Alaska, legally,
properly, he didn’t know that it was
not enough to check the box that it
had to go by ground. It couldn’t go by
air. He didn’t know that you needed a
little sticker that had a picture of an
airplane with a red line through it.
That sticker with the plane with the
red line through it had to be on there.
And since he didn’t do that, that
caused him to deserve to be run off the
road by the EPA SWAT team, thrown
to the ground, handcuffed, hauled up to
Alaska, and put in prison.

When he got acquitted of that, the
Justice Department wasn’t happy with
it, so they looked around and realized
when they ransacked his home he had
every chemical properly stored, but
there was a law that says if you ever
abandon these certain chemicals for
over a certain number of days, then
you committed a Federal felony. And
even though it was the Federal Govern-
ment that forced him to abandon
those, and even though they were prop-
erly stored, he was in jail in Alaska
and away from the chemicals beyond
the time that the law allowed, so he
went to prison for abandoning chemi-
cals because the government drug him
away from them.

These are the kind of laws that are
out there. We ought to pass a law in
this body that says no criminal penalty
may attach to a violation of any regu-
lation unless this Congress has passed
a specific law putting a criminal pen-
alty on that specific regulation. We
should not be able to leave it to bu-
reaucrats to decide what becomes an
offense punishable by imprisonment.

So when you take the violations of
privacy that have now been passed into
law—all of our medical records, now
our credit card and debit card records,
our emails, all of our phone logs all
being usurped and grabbed by the Fed-
eral Government—and couple that with
abuses that we have seen over the
years by the Federal Government of
people’s rights under color of law, and
understanding that when this Federal
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Government violates your rights, your
privacy, your freedoms, you have no-
where else to go and there is no appeal
to anyone else, it is time this body and
the Senate took action to make sure
the Justice Department follows the law
and doesn’t just pick and choose. And
also that we make sure the White
House doesn’t just make up law out of
whole cloth and decide which laws they
liked and which ones they didn’t. There
are oaths involved here, and there
should be consequences for not fol-
lowing them.

Then, we need to investigate further
these executive departments who think
they are above the law. And when
Members of Congress duly request doc-
uments that were provided to people
convicted as terrorists and we are told
that terrorists can have them but you,
Members of Congress, cannot, then it is
time to defund people that will not
abide by the law and will not partici-
pate in proper oversight.

It is also time we had a select com-
mittee that properly investigated
Benghazi. It is time we had a special
prosecutor, not some big donor to the
President, to investigate this horren-
dous scandal in the IRS that not only
has smidgeons of evidence, it has over-
whelming evidence of people’s rights
being violated. It is time that we start-
ed making sure as a Congress that peo-
ple who enforce the law actually en-
force the law.

We have seen the desire by this ad-
ministration to embrace Islam as
closely as possible. And I know the at-
titude is that if we bring people close
from Islam into the administration,
that will help us get across that we
mean no ill will. The trouble has been
we have brought foxes into the hen-
house to give advice to the chickens.

We have a report from the last couple
of weeks. The Clarion Project had been
making Freedom of Information Act
requests. They finally got some docu-
mentation that shows—and this article
is from the Clarion Project. The Clar-
ion Project investigation has discov-
ered a jihadist enclave in Texas where
a deadly shooting took place in 2002.
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Declassified FBI documents obtained by
Clarion confirmed the find, and show the
U.S. Government’s concern about its links to
terrorism. The investigation was completed
with the help of Act for America Houston.

The enclave belongs to the network of
Muslims of the Americas, a radical group
linked to a Pakistani militant group called
Jamaat ul-Fuqra. Its members are devoted
followers of Sheikh Ali Mubarak Gilani, an
extremist cleric in Pakistan.

The organization says it has a network of
22 villages around the U.S., with Islamberg
as its main headquarters in New York. The
Clarion Project obtained secret MOA, Mus-
lim of America, footage showing female
members receiving paramilitary training at
Islamberg. It was featured on the Kelly File
of FOX News Channel in October. A second
MOA tape released by Clarion shows its
spokesman declaring the U.S. to be a Mus-
lim-majority country.

A 2007 FBI record states that MOA, Muslim
of America, members have been involved in
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at least 10 murders, one disappearance, three

firebombings, one attempted firebombing,
two explosive bombings, and one attempted
bombing.

It states:

The documented propensity for violence by
this organization supports the belief the
leadership of the MOA extols membership to
pursue a policy of jihad or holy war against
individuals or groups it considers enemies of
Islam, which includes the U.S. Government.
Members of the MOA are encouraged to trav-
el to Pakistan to receive religious and mili-
tary/terrorist training from Sheikh Gilani.

The document also says that ‘“The MOA is
now an autonomous organization which pos-
sesses an infrastructure capable of planning
and mounting terrorist campaigns overseas.”

Other FBI reports describe the MOA in
similar ways with a 2003 file stating: ‘“‘Inves-
tigation of the Muslims of the Americas is
based on specific and articulate facts given
justification to believe they are engaged in
international terrorism.”

MOA members believe the holiest Islamic
site in the country is located at the
Islamville commune in South Carolina.
Other MOA entities include the Inter-
national Quranic Open University, United
Muslim Christian Forum, Islamic Post, Mus-
lim Veterans of America, and American Mus-
lim Medical Relief Team.

On further down it says:

The MOA referred to its Texas commune as
Mahmoudberg in on-line instructions for a
parade in New York in 2010. A posting on an
Islamic message board in 2005 advertised a
speaking engagement in Houston by someone
from Mahmoudberg.

According to the reports, the commune is
7 to 10 acres large, is in an ‘‘extremely wood-
ed area” and two or three trailer homes
moved there in December of 2001. However,
ACT members visited the area as part of
Clarion’s project or investigation and inter-
viewed one nearby local who confidently said
it is closer to 25 acres in size and spoke of a
presence dating back to the late 1980s.

Further down, the FBI reported in
2007 that:

One commune resident used to be a leader
at the MOA commune in Badger, California.
That site was called Baladullah.

In March 2001, one of the Baladullah mem-
bers was arrested for transporting guns be-
tween New York and South Carolina. An-
other was charged with murdering a police
deputy that caught him breaking and enter-
ing a home.

Interviewed residents all agreed that MOA
members are private, yet, when the ACT
members were spotted in the area, they were
immediately and repeatedly approached. At
one point a commune resident gave them a
final warning to leave, despite the fact they
weren’t even trespassing or harassing MOA
MEMBERS.

“It was definitely very threatening and
menacing,” an ACT member told me.

Multiple sources confirmed that one resi-
dent of the commune is a police officer. Ac-
cording to a nearby neighbor, one of the
MOA members used to drive trucks for the
U.S. Army in Kuwait.

Further down it says:

‘“Police were denied”’—this was after
a shooting in 2002 out at the site—‘‘po-
lice were denied access to the trailer
homes and were not allowed to directly
interview the women who covered their
faces in their presence. Communication
with the women had to be done by
passing notes through a male inter-
mediary.”’

Anyway, this was the subject of an
email from one of my college friends,
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and one of my other college friends
sent an email in response saying, this
could not possibly be true because the
mainstream media would have been all
over this if this were really true.

Well, the report of these 22 villages is
true, and the mainstream media has
not, does not, probably will not cover
it because the administration doesn’t
want to make anyone uncomfortable
who might be radical Islamists.

Another article from FOX News In-
sider, February 20, talked about a 2007
FBI record stated that MOA Members
have been involved in at least 10 mur-
ders. Talked about these things.

Other FBI reports describe MOA in
similar ways, with the 2003 file stating,
based on the facts, this appears to be
factual information. It was obtained
from FBI records. It seems to be con-
sistent with the prior administration.

Though they brought Muslims in to
give advice on dealing with radical
Islam, they pursued terrorists, like in
the Holy Land Foundation trial, there
were around 200 or so named co-
conspirators in the Holy Land Founda-
tion trial.

The goal, as one of the prosecutors
told me, was to get those convictions,
if they could, and they knew it would
be the most important biggest terrorist
convictions in American judicial his-
tory, and if they got those, then they
would go forward and start prosecuting
others of the named coconspirators
who were not indicted but were named.

We know there is plenty of evidence
out there regarding coconspirators be-
cause there were some coconspirators
that filed a motion with the Court to
have their names struck from the
pleadings. The Federal District Court
that examined the evidence in Dallas
said, no, there is plenty of evidence
here to support that CAIR, Council of
American Islamic Relations, ISNA, Is-
lamic Society North America, are large
front groups for Muslim Brotherhood.

Went up to the Fifth Circuit and the
Fifth Circuit confirmed that there was
plenty of evidence to support their
names being part of it.

Yet, this administration continues to
coddle and get information and in-
struction from CAIR, ISNA. The presi-
dent of ISNA, Imam Magid, continues
to be a highly praised adviser to this
administration.

So, when people across the country
say this couldn’t possibly be true be-
cause the mainstream media would
have been all over it, I can’t believe
our Federal Government will allow this
kind of thing to go on, well, the reason
it has is because, even though FBI re-
ports continued to say over the years
that these appear to be violent and as-
sociated with violent activities, the
State Department, under this adminis-
tration, continues to refuse to list the
Muslims of the Americas as a terrorist
organization, which means they get to
continue to build villages, to train in
paramilitary fashion around the coun-
try, from Texas, South Carolina, New
York, California, across the country,
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until such time as this administration
gets serious about what is going on.

Had the information from an article
this week, this article from National
Review Online, ‘“‘Convicted Terrorist
Worked As an ObamaCare Navigator in
Illinois.”” It shouldn’t be a surprise this
kind of thing has happened because we
found out that these so-called naviga-
tors, under ObamaCare, what might be
more  appropriately entitled the
Unaffordable Care Act, these naviga-
tors are being allowed to gather peo-
ple’s most personal and private identi-
fication information, but they are not
being vetted.

We have known from the beginning,
when the law kicked in, that the navi-
gators were not vetted for prior crimi-
nal activity. So we shouldn’t be sur-
prised that there was a convicted ter-
rorist that worked as an ObamaCare
navigator in Illinois.

Then we have people, enrollees, find-
ing it impossible to cancel their plans.
More than 6 weeks later, Weekly
Standard reports, after spending 50 to
60 hours on the phone, this man’s pol-
icy is still not canceled. So much for
freedom when it comes to health care
in this country under ObamaCare.

Another report published by
foxnews.com: ‘‘ObamaCare may in-
crease premiums for 11 million work-
ers.”

Anyway, it should be clear that, even
though we heard a staggering state-
ment by the Democrat Majority Leader
in the Senate that people who were re-
porting the horror stories about
ObamaCare, pointing out how the Af-
fordable Care Act really isn’t, it was
devastating, that these were lies, they
were not true.

Well, proper investigation reveals
they are true. There may be some that
have made stories up. When we get sto-
ries, we try to look into, are these real-
ly legitimate, but what we find is most
of them are easily documented and eas-
ily legitimate.

ObamaCare is doing massive damage
across the country to people’s employ-
ment, to their health insurance, to
their ability to see the doctor that
they want and, in some cases, the doc-
tor that has been keeping them alive.

Another report: ‘‘ObamaCare may in-
crease premiums for 11 million work-
ers.”” Well, I know it has increased
them a lot. I can’t afford the new pol-
icy that would be required. I liked my
old one. I wasn’t crazy about it. Aetna
had some problems we never got
worked out. But still, I had more free-
dom of choice before.

Mr. Speaker, the bottom line is,
when the Federal Government has be-
come so big and so intrusive that it
gathers everyone’s phone logs in the
United States, can check into any
phone calls made by anyone in the
country any time, when the Federal
Government gathers everyone’s most
personal and private medical informa-
tion, when the Federal Government
gathers people’s debit and credit card
purchases to protect them, when the
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Federal Government can use drones to
monitor, can monitor email activity,
Web sites visited, and then that same
government can say we are not going
to follow these laws if we don’t like
them, don’t think they are proper, and
we are going to change the law over
here because Congress didn’t, and we
prefer to have a law that says this so
we will follow that, then it is no won-
der that a constitutional professor like
Jonathan Turley, liberal as he is,
would express dire concerns about how
long we can maintain this country.

We owe the American people an obli-
gation to proper oversight, force them
to follow the law.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

O 1300

CAREER AND TECHNICAL
EDUCATION MONTH

(Mr. LANGEVIN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Speaker, today I
rise in recognition of Career and Tech-
nical Education Month; and let me say
how proud I am to work alongside my
colleague, Congressman G.T. THOMPSON
of Pennsylvania, my good friend and
fellow cochair of the bipartisan Con-
gressional Career and Technical Edu-
cation Caucus.

CTE is an investment in the future of
our economy, our workforce, and our
country. From skills training in high
schools to community colleges and pro-
fessional programs, CTE plays a key
role for workers at every age.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased that the
Consolidated Omnibus Appropriations
Act of 2014, which passed in January,
increased authorization amounts for
Perkins by $53 million for FY 2014.

Now, that is a sharp contrast in
terms of the cuts that had taken place
in CTE and Perkins since 2010; so with
that, I urge my colleagues on the Ap-
propriations Committee to fully fund
Perkins in the upcoming fiscal year
and to make important investments in
career training.

Now, all too often, Mr. Speaker, I
hear from Rhode Island employers that
they have job openings right now, but
are unable to find local skilled workers
with the expertise necessary to fill the
position. Closing the skills gap is an
important step to making sure that
workers fit the needs of expanding in-
dustries.

With that, I look forward to con-
tinuing my partnership with Congress-
man G.T. THOMPSON; and I urge all of
my congressional colleagues to join the
CTE Caucus; and I ask them to fully
support funding Perkins in FY15.

——
UKRAINE AND IRAN

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BENTIVOLIO). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2013, the
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gentleman from New York (Mr. ENGEL)
is recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the majority leader.

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I think
this is a good time to reflect on a cou-
ple of things. One is certainly Iran. The
other is certainly Ukraine.

I think that the American people ob-
viously have a very important stake in
what is going on in both countries. In
Ukraine, in Kiev, we see people march-
ing for freedom, demanding the kinds
of freedoms that we, in the United
States, are used to, the freedoms that
we hold so dear in our country; and we
saw the people initially being coun-
tered by brutal police attacks on them.

But you know, Mr. Speaker, the right
prevailed, and the people in the streets
won, and they clearly said that they
don’t want to have Russian domina-
tion; but, instead, they want to look
toward the West, rather than look
East.

The European Union has been negoti-
ating with Ukraine for some time, and
their president, now deposed, said that
he would rather work with Russia into
the Russian Customs Union, which is
sort of, in my opinion, a rekindling of
the old Soviet Union. That angered
many people in Ukraine, and they took
to the streets.

I hope that the European Union con-
tinues to make overtures to Ukraine. I
think now is a very, very critical mo-
ment, in that the United States has a
role to play with our European allies,
to try to tell the people of Ukraine
that we would like them to look West-
ward and that, in looking Westward,
there will be opportunities for their
country.

I am concerned that if there are too
many stringent rules and regulations
put up before a country can affiliate
with the EU—and at the same time,
Putin is saying here are these billions
and billions of dollars, which makes it
seem like it is a lot easier to go with
Putin.

This is one of those rare visceral mo-
ments where I think action by the
United States and our allies in the Eu-
ropean Union will make the difference
for generations to come; and I would
hope that we would deal with Ukraine
in a benevolent manner, so that they
would be able to say: yes, we want to
look Westward, and it is going to help
our economy, it is going to help our
people.

There are serious problems in
Ukraine. Their economy is in sham-
bles. And, of course, there has been a
total lack of freedom and democracy,
and the people of Ukraine demand no
less.

I think that Secretary Kerry was ab-
solutely right and the President was
absolutely right in telling Russian
President Putin that he had better
think twice before he considers any
kind of military intervention in
Ukraine.

That is not something that can be or
should be tolerated, and Russia must
understand that it cannot be business
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as usual, that if they make any mili-
tary moves into Ukraine, it is going to
cost them a great deal in their rela-
tionships with the United States and
with our European allies in the Euro-
pean Union.

It can’t be business as usual—which
leads me to Iran. We are in very deli-
cate negotiations with Iran right now.
The one thing that everybody in the
P5+1 agrees on is that, at the end of the
day, Iran must not be allowed to have
a nuclear weapon.

I have been very critical of the Ira-
nian regime through the years and con-
tinue to be so. What irks me especially
is that, while they are negotiating with
us, they are continuing to wreak havoc
in all different parts of the world. Iran
remains the leading supporter of ter-
rorism throughout the world.

In fact, if we look just next door into
Syria—and we know the Syrian civil
war is a real mess. We have jihadists
pouring into that country, even more
so than they poured into Iraq at the
height of the Iraq war. We have all
kinds of foreign fighters.

Assad was on the verge of being
kicked out of power by his own people.
He was losing the civil war. We had the
Free Syrian Army, who are the people
who really are for democracy in Syria,
and Assad was losing that war.

Then what happened, Mr. Speaker,
Iran unleashed its proxy—its terrorist
proxy—Hezbollah into Syria; and
Hezbollah entered the war in Syria on
the side of Assad; and that turned the
war, unfortunately, to Assad’s favor.

So now, we are in a position where
Assad doesn’t want to negotiate,
doesn’t want to sue for peace, certainly
doesn’t want to negotiate his own exit
from power in Syria, which we all
thought was imminent just a few
months ago; and he feels he has the
upper hand because his ally, Iran, has
changed the course of the war in there
by unleashing their proxy, Hezbollah, a
terrorist group, to fight on the side of
Assad.

So Assad has essentially become an
Iranian puppet in his own country, and
that is Iran continuing to do all kinds
of mischief while they are negotiating
with us, ostensibly, so that they would
not be allowed to have a nuclear weap-
on at the end of the day.

We know that the Israelis have taken
matters into their own hands, and
when they see weapons are being trans-
ferred to Hezbollah, they will do what
they need to do to protect their own se-
curity.

So I think—the way Putin must un-
derstand that he cannot have it both
ways, I think that the Iranians need to
understand that as well. Iran must not
be allowed to have a nuclear weapon.
They are a theocracy, and I think that
we all believe that their having nuclear
weapons would cause a proliferation of
nuclear weapons all throughout the
area, the Middle East.

Certainly, if Iran were to have a nu-
clear weapon—and that must not hap-
pen—Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Turkey,
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United Arab Emirates, so many other
countries would feel the need as well to
get nuclear weapons; and we would
start a chain of events that—who
knows how it would end? So I believe
that we have to be very, very crystal-
clear.

I hope that these negotiations of the
P5+1 with Iran bear fruit, but I think
Iran must understand that we are not
backing off, we are not going back,
that nothing short of their not being
able to produce a nuclear weapon is ac-
ceptable; and Iran must dismantle its
nuclear weapons program.

That is not something that just the
United States wants. That is some-
thing that the negotiations are really
and truly all about.

I have said before that it troubles me
that, while we are negotiating with
Iran, Iran continues to enrich uranium.
It would seem to me that if Iran had
good intentions, it would at least un-
derstand that if the purpose of the ne-
gotiations is that, at the end of it, Iran
would not be allowed to have a nuclear
weapon, then it didn’t seem so great
for me to say to Iran, while we are ne-
gotiating, while we are talking, and
while we are talking about you not
having a nuclear weapon, you need to
stop enriching while the talks are
going on.

Now, Iran refused to do that because
they wanted a loosening even further
of sanctions if they were to stop en-
riching, and to me, it shows a malevo-
lent intent on the part of Iran.

So I just think that, in our negotia-
tions, we have to be resolute, and we
have to be clear that, at the end of the
day, Iran must not be allowed to have
a nuclear weapon. At the end of the
day, Iran must dismantle its program,
and at the end of the day, we have to
make sure that there is no light be-
tween us in terms of the P5+1 and that
we are all demanding the same thing
from Iran.

I think that we are united on this. I
believe that everyone understands
that, for Iran to have a nuclear weap-
on, it is totally and absolutely unac-
ceptable.

The United States has many inter-
ests in the Middle East; and I think it
is very important that we work closely
together with our partners—Israel,
Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Jordan, United
Arab Emirates, and others who also be-
lieve very strongly that Iran must
never be allowed to have a nuclear
weapon.

So, Mr. Speaker, I think it is impor-
tant, as these negotiations are going
on, that we set these parameters and
that Iran must understand that it is
unacceptable for them to have a nu-
clear weapon.

We may have negotiations. They may
have a new president. He may be a lit-
tle softer than the previous president;
but let’s remember, he was allowed to
run in the Iranian elections, and that
means that, as moderate as some peo-
ple would like to believe he might be,
six hard-liners were allowed to run.
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He may be the most moderate of all
the hard-liners, but he is hardly a mod-
erate. All the moderates were dis-
allowed to run for office, and the Su-
preme Leader Ayatollah Khamenei
clearly calls the shots.

So everything is very delicate, and
we hope and pray that these negotia-
tions work well. I support the negotia-
tions. I support the administration.
But the bottom line, again, is that Iran
must never be allowed to have a nu-
clear weapon.

I see that our minority whip is here,
and I would like to invite him to join
me.

(Mr. HOYER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank my col-
league from New York, the ranking
member of the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee, for his taking the time here to
discuss two critical problems that con-
front us, first of all, the crisis that is
ongoing in Ukraine and the negotia-
tions that are currently underway with
Iran.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today, mindful of
the words of President Kennedy, who
urged us never to negotiate out of fear,
but never to fear to negotiate. While
rooted deeply in the cold war’s tense
climate, where nuclear war loomed
over us all like a Sword of Damocles,
his admonition is as relevant today as
it was then.

Today, we face a starkly different
world, a world in which the chief
threat to democracy, freedom, and
prosperity is not a rival state super-
power, but a complex and dangerous
nexus of terrorism, instability, and au-
tocracy.
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America has not shied away from the
challenges this new reality presents.
We have taken the fight once against
terrorism to al Qaeda and its allies
wherever they hide, and we have con-
tinued to promote peace, democracy,
and individual freedom. And together
with our allies in Europe, Asia, and the
Middle East, we have worked carefully
and with determination to confront
one of the most dangerous threats to
global security and stability in our
day: the prospects of a nuclear-armed
Iran.

The extremist regime in Tehran is at
the heart of the instability that is un-
dermining America’s interests across
the region. Those interests are the
safety of our troops stationed in the re-
gion, regional stability and prosperity,
the prevention of an arms race that
could spiral out of control, ensuring
that weapons of mass destruction do
not end up in terrorists’ hands, the pro-
tection of trade routes and resources
that fuel economies across the world,
and safeguarding our ally, Israel.

Iran continues to be the leading state
sponsor of terrorism directed against
America and our allies, supporting
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Hamas in Gaza and Hezbollah in Leb-
anon. As Syria’s civil war has grown
more deadly, Iran remains a primary
backer of Syria’s dictator, Hafez al-
Assad, who has gassed his own people
and continues to target civilians.

Secretary Kerry said just last week
that Iran, along with Russia, has ac-
tively been working to subvert the ne-
gotiations aimed at ending the blood-
shed in Syria and moving the country
toward a peaceful transition of power.
And Iran’s leaders continue to vilify
Israel and its people, calling for the an-
nihilation of the Jewish state, some-
thing Israel, America, and the world
will never tolerate.

Let it be absolutely clear, Mr. Speak-
er: the United States will always stand
by Israel. And let it be even clearer to
Iran and to the world: America and its
allies will never accept a nuclear-
armed Iran. A nuclear weapon would
give Iran the ability to carry out its
threats against Israel. It would desta-
bilize the Middle East, and it would put
American troops and our European al-
lies at risk of catastrophic attack.
That is why, Mr. Speaker, President
Obama and Congress have worked to-
gether to enact the toughest sanctions
regime in history and bring our allies
together to enforce those sanctions.

The employment of sanctions to com-
pel Iran’s compliance with inter-
national norms has been a bipartisan
goal going back several Congresses and
several administrations, Republican
and Democratic. That is because Amer-
ica’s policy with regard to Iran, as
President Obama has forcefully and re-
peatedly emphasized, is not contain-
ment but prevention. We have made it
clear to Ayatollah Khamenei—and
those who conspire with him to spread
terror and use it as an instrument of
statecraft—that we will use every nec-
essary asset at our disposal to deny
Iran a nuclear weapon.

While the military option remains on
the table—as President Obama and
Secretary Kerry have made it abso-
lutely clear—we now have an oppor-
tunity to achieve our goals without re-
sorting to the force of arms. That is
the most desirable alternative. It is our
duty and obligation to seize that op-
portunity.

America is great, Mr. Speaker, not
only because of our military might, but
because of our moral might, our un-
wavering commitment to the power of
human freedom and dignity that over-
came communism and will overcome
the terror and tyranny facing the
world today.

Kennedy was right, Mr. Speaker. We
must never negotiate out of fear. And
we are not. But neither should we fear
to negotiate. And we are. And our ob-
jective is clear. The Iranian regime did
not resume negotiations last year be-
cause it somehow had a change of
heart. Iran altered its approach be-
cause the sanctions passed by Con-
gress, enforced by the administration,
and supported by our allies are having
a profound effect on the Iranian econ-
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omy, and, of course, because the Ira-
nian people, in electing President
Rouhani, signaled a desire to stop the
confrontation with the West, which
was undermining their economic well-
being.

The Joint Plan of Action that was
signed in November of last year is a re-
sult of those sanctions and that elec-
tion. But the authors of the policies
pursued by Iran over the last four dec-
ades, the mullahs, remain. Iran agreed
to the Joint Plan of Action not because
it wanted to give up its nuclear ambi-
tions, as they have said, but because it
concluded that its national interests
were better served by temporarily halt-
ing its progress towards a nuclear
weapons capability in return for sanc-
tions relief.

But that interim agreement is only a
first step. It makes important progress,
but it does not provide the comprehen-
sive, long-term assurance we need that
Iran has abandoned and will not again
pursue its goal of a nuclear weapon.
Only a comprehensive, verifiable agree-
ment that prevents Iran from acquiring
a nuclear weapon will meet our and our
allies’ international security objec-
tives.

Given Iran’s history of deception and
denial, any agreement must include re-
liable, independent, intrusive, and un-
fettered verification that Iran is abid-
ing by its commitments and that such
a verification regime remains perma-
nently in place. Mr. Speaker, Ronald
Reagan’s admonition ‘‘to verify” is
doubly essential in light of there being
no basis ‘“‘to trust” and that the con-
sequences of breach are too cata-
strophic.

Among the commitments Iran must
meet has to be the end of its pursuit of
nuclear weapons and compliance with
U.N. Security Council resolutions and
cooperation with the International
Atomic Energy Agency’s robust and ef-
fective certification activities.

Mr. Speaker, U.N. Security Resolu-
tion 1737 states:

Iran shall without further delay suspend
the following proliferation-sensitive nuclear
activities: all enrichment-related and reproc-
essing activities, including research and de-
velopment, to be verified by the IAEA; and
work on all heavy water-related projects, in-
cluding the construction of a research reac-
tor moderated by heavy water, to be verified
by the TAEA.

This is the international community,
acting through the United Nations,
speaking, not only ourselves.

Mr. Speaker, the world has a respon-
sibility to ensure that these goals are
attained. But let there never be any
doubt that should diplomacy fail—and
all of us hope that will not be the case,
but if it does—our military is, as Sec-
retary Kerry said last week, ‘‘ready
and prepared to do what it would have
to do.”

When Iran’s leaders issue threats, we
ought to remember the lessons of the
20th century, when the threats of ty-
rants and terrorists were neither effec-
tively responded to nor heeded. History
teaches us that the only way to change
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the behavior of regimes that threaten
regional or global peace and stability
is to stand up to them and hold them
accountable. That is exactly what the
United States and our allies are now
doing.

In my view, Iran came to the negoti-
ating table and signed the Joint Plan
of Action in the hope that it might
gain extended sanctions relief without
having to give up the path to a nuclear
weapon fully, irrevocably, and
verifiably. It is past time that we make
it clear to the Iranians that the only
path to regaining its economic footings
is to comply fully with the Joint Plan
of Action and quickly conclude a long-
term, comprehensive agreement which
assures compliance with U.N. Security
Council requirements and elimination
of a nuclear-arms capability. Until
that objective, Mr. Speaker, is met,
there must be no doubt that all rel-
evant sanctions will remain in effect
and be fully enforced.

Mr. Speaker, I commend the adminis-
tration, particularly the President,
Secretary Kerry, and my dear friend,
Assistant Secretary of State, Wendy
Sherman. I commend them for the
steps they have taken to enforce these
sanctions and penalize those who seek
to violate them. It ought to be clear to
nations and companies around the
world that Iran is not open for busi-
ness.

There must also be no doubt that if
Iran violates its current commitments
or fails to reach an acceptable final
agreement, the temporary sanctions
relief will be canceled, all sanctions
will be restored, and the Congress will
act to put additional sanctions in
place.

Iran will either comply with U.N. Se-
curity Council and IAEA determina-
tions and foreclose any pathway to a
nuclear weapon, or it will face eco-
nomic decline and increasingly painful
consequences.

That is not our objective for Iran or
for the Iranian people. The United
States does not seek war. But we will
not take any option off the table to
prevent Iran from acquiring the most
dangerous implements of war.

While I remain skeptical, I support
the administration’s efforts to achieve
a diplomatic resolution to this threat
to our national security and to global
security.

Mr. Speaker, these talks are a test—
a critical test. But they are also an op-
portunity for Iran, for the P5+1 na-
tions, and for all the world to seek a
peaceful resolution of this critical situ-
ation that confronts the international
community. Until now, Iran has failed
every test and has refused to negotiate
in good faith, ignoring the will of the
international community—and I would
add, the best interests of the Iranian
people.

We must see whether this time the
pressure of sanctions means that Iran
is serious about reaching an agreement
to dismantle its nuclear infrastructure
permanently and with ongoing verifi-
cation, abandoning its sponsorship of
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international terrorism, respects the
rights of its citizens, and determines to
be a positive participant in the com-
munity of nations—or, on the other
hand, if it continues to follow the path
of international outlier: fomenting in-
stability and terror in its regions and
around the world.

Mr. Speaker, the Iranian people are
the inheritors of a great history and
culture. They have given much to the
world, including a long tradition of art,
culture, and innovations in math and
science. They are people for whom we
rightfully have great respect. But we
cannot, must not, and will not allow
their leaders to continue to put the
world at risk.

Mr. Speaker, I support President
Obama and his administration’s effort
to resolve this dangerous confrontation
through the ongoing negotiations. As I
have said, we pray for their success.
The fruits of that success will be sanc-
tions relief for Iran and its people. If it
continues, however, its path of delay
and deception and continues to sow un-
rest and tyrannies throughout the Mid-
dle East, Iran will only exacerbate its
economic isolation.

Mr. Speaker, I support the adminis-
tration’s conviction that the failure to
achieve the expressed objectives of the
P5+1 is not an option. Our finest hours
as a country and as a democracy have
always been when the free and demo-
cratic nations of the world came to-
gether with courage and resolve to pro-
tect and preserve international secu-
rity and freedom.
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And our greatest strength has always
been our willingness to negotiate—in
this case with a determination to at-
tain an agreement that is fair, but with
a conviction that it must assure—it
must assure—that Iran does not attain
a nuclear weapons capability now or in
the future.

Mr. Speaker, the time is short. The
consequences are profound, and success
is our only option.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

———

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. UPTON (at the request of Mr. CAN-
TOR) for today on account of illness.

Mr. WESTMORELAND (at the request of
Mr. CANTOR) for today on account of
attending a funeral.

———

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 1 o’clock and 30 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Monday, March
3, 2014, at noon for morning-hour de-
bate.
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

4850. A letter from the Deputy Secretary,
Commodity Futures Trading Commission,
transmitting the Commission’s ‘‘Major”
final rule — Treatment of Certain
Collateralized Debt Obligations Backed Pri-
marily by Trust Preferred Securities With
Regard to Prohibitions and Restrictions on
Certain Interests in, and Relationships With,
Hedge Funds and Private Equity Funds (RIN:
3038-AE13) received February 14, 2014, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Agriculture.

4851. A letter from the Director, Depart-
ment of Treasury, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Anti-Money Laundering
Program and Suspicious Activity Report Fil-
ing Requirements for Housing Government
Sponsored Enterprises (RIN: 1506-AB14) re-
ceived February 21, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial
Services.

48562. A letter from the Secretary, Securi-
ties and Exchange Commission, transmitting
the Commission’s final rule — Extension of
Exemptions for Security-Based Swaps [Re-
lease Nos.: 33-9545; 34-71482; File No. S7-26-11]
(RIN: 3235-AL17) received February 10, 2014,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services.

48563. A letter from the Assistant General
Counsel for Legislation, Regulation and En-
ergy Efficiency, Department of Energy,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Energy Conservation Program: Compliance
Date for the Dehumidifier Test Procedure
[Docket No.: EERE-2013-BT-TP-0044] (RIN:
1904-AD06) received February 11, 2014, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Energy and Commerce.

48564. A letter from the Regulations Coordi-
nator, Department of Health and Human
Services, transmitting the Department’s
“Major’” final rule — Ninety-Day Waiting
Period Limitation and Technical Amend-
ments to Certain Health Coverage Require-
ments Under the Affordable Care Act [CMS-
9952-F] (RIN: 0938-ART77) received February
24, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

4855. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the annual report on National HIV
Testing Goals; to the Committee on Energy
and Commerce.

4856. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Administrator, Office of Diversion Control,
Department of Justice, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Schedules of Con-
trolled Substances: Temporary Placement of
Four Synthetic Cannabinoids Into Schedule I
[Docket No.: DEA-385] received February 10,
2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

4857. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule — Introduction — Part 2,
Standard Review Plan for the Review of
Safety Analysis Reports for Nuclear Power
Plants: Light-Water Small Modular Reactor
Edition [NRC-2012-0268] received February 12,
2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

4858. A letter from the Director, Office of
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule — DPolicy Statement; revision
[NRC-2010-0292] received February 10, 2014,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

4859. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, United States
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Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule — D-mannose;
Exemption from the Requirement of a Toler-
ance [EPA-HQ-OPP-2011-0736; FRL-9905-44]
received February 6, 2014, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

4860. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, United States
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule —
Chlorantraniliprole; Pesticide Tolerances
[EPA-HQ-OPP-2013-0235; FRL-9905-56] re-
ceived February 6, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

4861. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, United States
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule — Nonroad Tech-
nical Amendments [EPA-HQ-OAR-2012-0102;
FRL-9905-35-OAR] (RIN: 2060-AR48; 2127-
AL31) received February 6, 2014, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

4862. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Treasury, transmitting as re-
quired by section 401(c) of the National
Emergencies Act, 50 U.S.C. 1641(c), and sec-
tion 204(c) of the International Emergency
Economic Powers Act, 50 U.S.C. 1703(c), a
six-month periodic report on the national
emergency with respect to Iran that was de-
clared in Executive Order 12957 of March 15,
1995; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

4863. A letter from the Attorney Advisor,
Office of the General Counsel, Department of
Transportation, transmitting a report pursu-
ant to the Federal Vacancies Reform Act of
1998; to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform.

4864. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Management Staff, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Max-
imum Civil Money Penalty Amounts; Civil
Money Penalty Complaints [Docket No.:
FDA-2014-N-0113] received February 10, 2014,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

4865. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Chief Counsel for Legislation and Regula-
tions, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s ‘“‘Major’’ final rule
— Emergency Relief Program [Docket No.:
FTA-2013-0004] (RIN: 2132-AB13) received Feb-
ruary 25, 2014, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

4866. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; CENTRAIR Gliders
[Docket No.: FAA-2014-0018; Directorate
Identifier 2013-CE-049-AD] (RIN: 2120-AA64)
received February 6, 2014, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

4867. A letter from the Federal Register
Certifying Officer, Department of the Treas-
ury, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Regulations Governing United States
Savings Bonds, Series EE and HH; Regula-
tions Governing Definitive United States
Savings Bonds, Series I, Regulations Gov-
erning Securities Held in TreasuryDirect re-
ceived February 11, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

4868. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue
Service, transmitting the Service’s final rule
— Ninety-Day Waiting Period Limitation
and Technical Amendments to Certain
Health Coverage Requirements Under the Af-
fordable Care Act [T.D. 9656] (RIN: 1545-BL.50)
received February 24, 2014, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington: Committee
on Natural Resources. H.R. 2824. A bill to
amend the Surface Mining Control and Rec-
lamation Act of 1977 to stop the ongoing
waste by the Department of the Interior of
taxpayer resources and implement the final
rule on excess spoil, mining waste, and buff-
ers for perennial and intermittent streams,
and for other purposes (Rept. 113-364). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union.

Mr. UPTON: Committee on Energy and
Commerce. H.R. 3826. A bill to provide direc-
tion to the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency regarding the es-
tablishment of standards for emissions of
any greenhouse gas from fossil fuel-fired
electric utility generating units, and for
other purposes (Rept. 113-365). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington: Committee
on Natural Resources. H.R. 163. A bill to des-
ignate as wilderness certain land and inland
water within the Sleeping Bear Dunes Na-
tional Lakeshore in the State of Michigan,
and for other purposes; with an amendment
(Rept. 113-366). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington: Committee
on Natural Resources. H.R. 931. A bill to pro-
vide for the addition of certain real property
to the reservation of the Silertz Tribe in the
State of Oregon; with an amendment (Rept.
113-367). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington: Committee
on Natural Resources. H.R. 2095. A bill to
prohibit an increase in the lands adminis-
tered by the Bureau of Land Management
until a centralized database of all lands iden-
tified as suitable for disposal by Resource
Management Plans for lands under the ad-
ministrative jurisdiction of the Bureau is
easily accessible to the public on a website of
the Bureau; with an amendment (Rept. 113—
368). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington: Committee
on Natural Resources. H.R. 3492. A bill to
provide for the use of hand-propelled vessels
in Yellowstone National Park, Grand Teton
National Park, and the National Elk Refuge,
and for other purposes; with an amendment
(Rept. 113-369). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington: Committee
on Natural Resources. H.R. 2259. A bill to
withdraw certain Federal land and interests
in that land from location, entry, and patent
under the mining laws and disposition under
the mineral and geothermal leasing laws and
to preserve existing uses; with an amend-
ment (Rept. 113-370). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of
the Union.

Mr. UPTON: Committee on Energy and
Commerce. H.R. 2126. A bill to facilitate bet-
ter alignment, cooperation, and best prac-
tices between commercial real estate land-
lords and tenants regarding energy effi-
ciency in buildings, and for other purposes;
with an amendment (Rept. 113-371). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union.

————
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions of the following

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Ms. JENKINS (for herself, Mr.
BRADY of Texas, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr.
BURGESS, Mr. NUGENT, Ms. ROs-
LEHTINEN, Mr. WEBSTER of Florida,
Mr. WoOODALL, and Mr. COLE):

H.R. 4118. A Dbill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to delay the implementa-
tion of the penalty for failure to comply with
the individual health insurance mandate; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia (for him-
self, Mr. AUSTIN ScoTT of Georgia,
Mr. DAVID ScoTT of Georgia, Mr.
BARROW of Georgia, and Mr. BISHOP
of Georgia):

H.R. 4119. A bill to direct the Secretary of
the Interior to conduct a special resource
study of the West Hunter Street Baptist
Church in Atlanta, Georgia, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources.

By Mr. HOYER (for himself and Mr.
WOLF):

H.R. 4120. A bill to amend the National
Law Enforcement Museum Act to extend the
termination date; to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources.

By Ms. VELAZQUEZ:

H.R. 4121. A Dbill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act to provide for improvements to
small business development centers; to the
Committee on Small Business.

By Ms. BONAMICI (for herself, Mr.
HINOJOSA, and Mr. GEORGE MILLER of
California):

H.R. 4122. A bill to reauthorize the Older
Americans Act of 1965, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Education and
the Workforce.

By Mr. CARDENAS (for himself, Mr.
VARGAS, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. RANGEL,
Mr. ScOTT of Virginia, and Mr. DANNY
K. DAVIS of Illinois):

H.R. 4123. A bill to amend the Juvenile Jus-
tice and Delinquency Prevention Act of 1974
to eliminate the use of valid court orders to
secure lockup of status offenders, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

By Mr. CARDENAS (for himself, Mr.
VARGAS, Mr. ScoTT of Virginia, Mr.
DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois, and Mr.
GRIJALVA):

H.R. 4124. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, to ensure that juveniles adju-
dicated in Federal delinquency proceedings
are not subject to solitary confinement while
committed to juvenile facilities; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. COSTA (for himself, Mr.
GARAMENDI, Mr. VARGAS, Mr. BERA of
California, and Mr. CARDENAS):

H.R. 4125. A bill to authorize the construc-
tion of the expansion of Shasta Dam in Cali-
fornia; to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources.

By Mr. COSTA (for himself, Mr.
GARAMENDI, Mr. FARR, Mr. VARGAS,
Mr. BERA of California, and Mr.
CARDENAS):

H.R. 4126. A bill to authorize the construc-
tion of the expansion of San Luis Reservoir
in California; to the Committee on Natural
Resources.

By Mr. COSTA (for himself, Mr.
GARAMENDI, Mr. VARGAS, Mr. BERA of
California, and Mr. CARDENAS):

H.R. 4127. A bill to authorize the construc-
tion of the Upper San Joaquin River Storage
in California; to the Committee on Natural
Resources.

By Ms. DELBENE (for herself,
SHEA-PORTER, and Mr. PALLONE):

H.R. 4128. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to expand and modify the

Ms.

H2097

credit for employee health insurance ex-
penses of small employers; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HINOJOSA:

H.R. 4129. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide for tax preferred
savings accounts for dependent youth, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. JEFFRIES:

H.R. 4130. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to encourage mixed-income
housing development; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. MORAN (for himself, Mr. VAN
HOLLEN, and Ms. JACKSON LEE):

H.R. 4131. A bill to amend title 49, United
States Code, to allow States to regulate tow
truck operations; to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. MURPHY of Florida (for him-
self, Mr. PETERS of California, Mr.
GARCIA, Mr. DELANEY, and Ms.
SINEMA):

H.R. 4132. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to expand the size of em-
ployers eligible for the credit for employee
health insurance expenses of small employ-
ers; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MURPHY of Florida (for him-
self, Mr. PETERS of California, Mr.
GARCIA, Mr. DELANEY, and Ms.
SINEMA):

H.R. 4133. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to expand the credit period
for which an employer is eligible for the
credit for employee health insurance ex-
penses of small employers; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. NUGENT:

H.R. 4134. A bill to repeal the reduced an-
nual cost-of-living adjustment of the retired
pay of retired members of the Armed Forces
under the age of 62 imposed by the Bipar-
tisan Budget Act of 2013; to the Committee
on Armed Services, and in addition to the
Committees on the Budget, and Foreign Af-
fairs, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. SIMPSON:

H.R. 4135. A bill to clarify the standard re-
quired for the importation of sporting arms
into the United States, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. VAN HOLLEN (for himself, Mr.
MCKINLEY, Mr. WALZ, Mr. GIBSON,
Mr. HUFFMAN, and Mr. REICHERT):

H.R. 4136. A bill to amend part B of the In-
dividuals with Disabilities Education Act to
provide full Federal funding of such part; to
the Committee on Education and the Work-
force.

By Mr. ROYCE (for himself, Mr. ENGEL,
Mr. CHABOT, Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. WIL-
SON of South Carolina, Mr. KENNEDY,
and Mr. MESSER):

H. Res. 494. A resolution affirming the im-
portance of the Taiwan Relations Act; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs, and in addi-
tion to the Committee on Ways and Means,
for a period to be subsequently determined
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois (for
himself and Mrs. DAVIS of California):

H. Res. 495. A resolution encouraging peo-
ple in the United States to recognize March
3, 2014, as Read Across America Day; to the
Committee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. HINOJOSA (for himself and Mr.
STIVERS):

H. Res. 496. A resolution recognizing the
importance of savings to financial security;
to the Committee on Financial Services.
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CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY
STATEMENT

Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of
the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives, the following statements are sub-
mitted regarding the specific powers
granted to Congress in the Constitu-
tion to enact the accompanying bill or
joint resolution.

By Ms. JENKINS:

H.R. 4118.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8:

The Congress shall have Power To lay and
collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises,
to pay the Debts and provide for the common
Defense and general Welfare of the United
States.

By Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia:

H.R. 4119.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power
granted to Congress under Article I of the
United States Constitution and its subse-
quent amendments, and further clarified and
interpreted by the Supreme Court of the
United States.

By Mr. HOYER:

H.R. 4120.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article IV Section 3 Clause 2

The Congress shall have power to dispose
of and make all needful Rules and Regula-
tions respecting the Territory or other Prop-
erty belonging to the United States; and
nothing in this Constitution shall be so con-
strued as to Prejudice any Claims of the
United States, or of any particular State.

By Ms. VELAZQUEZ:

H.R. 4121.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3

The Congress shall have Power * * * To
regulate Commerce with foreign Nations,
and among the several States, and with the
Indian Tribes.

By Ms. BONAMICI:

H.R. 4122.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1

By Mr. CARDENAS:

H.R. 4123.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 1.

All legislative powers herein granted shall
be vested in a Congress of the United States,
which shall consist of a Senate and House of
Representatives.

By Mr. CARDENAS:

H.R. 4124.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 1.

All legislative powers herein granted shall
be vested in a Congress of the United States,
which shall consist of a Senate and House of
Representatives.

By Mr. COSTA:

H.R. 4125.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the United
States Constitution.

By Mr. COSTA:

H.R. 4126.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the United
States Constitution.

By Mr. COSTA:

H.R. 4127.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the United
States Constitution.

By Ms. DELBENE:

H.R. 4128.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8 of the United States
Constitution.

By Mr. HINOJOSA:

H.R. 4129.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8.

By Mr. JEFFRIES:

H.R. 4130.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Clause 1 of Section 8 of Article I of the U.S.
Constitution.

By Mr. MORAN:

H.R. 4131.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18

By Mr. MURPHY of Florida:

H.R. 4132.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The constitutional authority of Congress
to enact this legislation is provided by Arti-
cle I, Section 8 of the United States Con-
stitution.

By Mr. MURPHY of Florida:

H.R. 4133.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The constitutional authority of Congress
to enact this legislation is provided by Arti-
cle I, Section 8 of the United States Con-
stitution.

By Mr. NUGENT:

H.R. 4134.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8 of the United States
Constitution

By Mr. SIMPSON:

H.R. 4135.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The constitutional authority of Congress
to enact this legislation is provided by Arti-
cle I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the United States
Constitution, granting Congress the power
“to regulate commerce with foreign Nations,
and among the several States, and with In-
dian tribes”

By Mr. VAN HOLLEN:

H.R. 4136.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is enacted pursuant to Clause 1 of
Section 8 of Article I of the United States
Constitution.

—————

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions, as follows:

HR. 32: Ms.
CICILLINE.

H.R. 38: Mr. LATTA, Mr. RIBBLE, and Mrs.
BACHMANN.

H.R. 107: Mrs. HARTZLER.

H.R. 259: Mr. BURGESS.

H.R. 395: Mr. CROWLEY.

H.R. 401: Mr. SESSIONS.

H.R. 494: Mr. CoLLINS of New York.

H.R. 721: Mr. NUGENT.

H.R. 755: Mr. WALDEN, Mr. BYRNE, Mr.
MCALLISTER, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. WEBER
of Texas, Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr. CONAWAY,
Mr. MCKINLEY, and Mr. GINGREY of Georgia.

JACKSON LEE and Mr.
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H.R. 822: Mr. FORTENBERRY, Mr. DEFAZIO,
Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. LANGEVIN, and Mr.
DINGELL.

H.R. 831: Ms. BASS.

H.R. 846: Ms. BROWNLEY of California.

H.R. 921: Mr. GRAYSON.

H.R. 986: Mr. STIVERS.

H.R. 997: Mr. FORBES.

H.R. 1015: Mr. HASTINGS of Washington.

H.R. 1020: Mr. CHABOT.

H.R. 1212: Mr. KILMER.

H.R. 1249: Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 1250: Mr. COBLE, Mr. VELA, and Ms.
HANABUSA.

H.R. 1318: Ms.
. 1554: Mr.
. 1563: Mr. ROYCE.

. 1591: Mr. GALLEGO and Mr. GERLACH.
. 1726: Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. BISHOP of

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina, Mr.
GINGREY of Georgia, and Mr. REICHERT.

H.R. 1736: Mr. LANGEVIN.

H.R. 1738: Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. GARCIA,
and Mr. MEEKS.
H.R. 1740:
CRAWFORD.

H.R. 1795:

H.R. 1806:

H.R. 1814:

H.R. 2086:

H.R. 2135: Mr. VARGAS.

H.R. 2149: Mr. HONDA.

H.R. 2203: Mr. BACHUS, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr.
AMODEI, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. HULTGREN, Mr.
MARINO, Mr. LUCAS, Mr. MCCARTHY of Cali-
fornia, Mr. YODER, Mr. CLAY, Mr. PALAZZO,
Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin, Mr. ROGERS of Ala-
bama, Mrs. NOEM, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr.
DUFFY, Mr. WoOODALL, Mr. CRAWFORD, Mr.
WOLF, Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr. ROKITA, and Mr.
GARRETT.

H.R. 2344: Mr. COFFMAN.

H.R. 2413: Mr. POE of Texas and Mr.
TAKANO.

H.R. 2414: Mr. BUCHANAN.

H.R. 2504: Mr. KIND, Mr. PoLIS, and Mrs.
BACHMANN.

H.R. 2536:

H.R. 2746:
. 2907:
. 3083:
. 3116:
. 3135:
. 3180:

LOFGREN.
NADLER.

Mrs. BACHMANN and Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Mr.

Mr.

KAPTUR.

BENISHEK and Mr. CARNEY.
ADERHOLT.

FATTAH.

Mr. TONKO.
Mrs. BACHMANN.
Mr. NUNNELEE.
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska.
Mr. GERLACH.
Ms. CLARK of Massachusetts.
Mr. BIsHOP of New York.
. 3306: Mr. HUFFMAN.
. 3333: Mrs. NAPOLITANO.
. 3335: Mrs. BACHMANN.
. 3384: Mr. STIVERS.
. 3395: Mr. FATTAH.
H.R. 3413: Mr. WEBER of Texas.
H.R. 3431: Mr. PETERS of California, Mr.
DOGGETT, Mr. VALADAO, and Mrs. NEGRETE

MCLEOD.
H.R. 3443: Mr. FATTAH.
H.R. 3463: Ms. DELBENE and Mr. VELA.
H.R. 3469: Mr. STUTZMAN and Mr. JOYCE.
H.R. 3482: Mr. MCALLISTER.
H.R. 3508: Mr. NUGENT.
H.R. 3529: Mr. WILSON of South Carolina.
H.R. 3538: Ms. LOFGREN.
H.R. 3571: Mr. TAKANO and Mr. HIGGINS.
H.R. 3600: Mr. O’ROURKE and Ms. BROWNLEY

of California.

H.R. 3670: Mrs. ELLMERS.

H.R. 3672: Mr. CONNOLLY.

H.R. 3673: Mr. BISHOP of Utah.

H.R. 3698: Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS.

H.R. 3722: Mrs. NOEM and Mr. LATTA.

H.R. 3726: Mr. CARTWRIGHT.

H.R. 3738: Mr. MCNERNEY, Ms. ESHOO, and
Ms. BASS.

H.R. 3740: Mr. PoCAN and Mrs. NEGRETE
MCLEOD.

H.R. 3771: Ms. EDWARDS and Mr. GRIJALVA.

H.R. 3776: Mr. SCHOCK.

H.R. 3826: Mr. FLORES, Ms. FOXX, Mr. SAM
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. LUETKEMEYER, Mr.
KLINE, Mr. RENACCI, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr.
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GIBBS, Mr. BIisHOP of Utah, Mr. KELLY of
Pennsylvania, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. BYRNE, and
Mrs. ROBY.

H.R. 3857: Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 3878: Mr. LEWwWIS, Mr. MORAN, Ms.
CLARKE of New York, Ms. LOFGREN, and Ms.
DUCKWORTH.

H.R. 3930: Mr. WEBSTER of Florida and Ms.
SINEMA.

H.R. 3931: Mr. ROTHFUS.

H.R. 3935: Mr. HUFFMAN.

H.R. 3970: Ms. SLAUGHTER, Ms. NORTON, Mr.
CICILLINE, Ms. SHEA-PORTER, Mr. VISCLOSKY,
Mr. DINGELL, Mr. HUFFMAN, Ms. SCHA-
KOWSKY, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr. ELLISON, and
Ms. LEE of California.

H.R. 3973: Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 3976: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina and
Ms. TSONGAS.

H.R. 3987: Mr. VELA.

H.R. 3991: Mr. COOK.

H.R. 4012: Mr. MULVANEY and Mr. MEAD-
OWS.

H.R. 4015: Mr. BERA of California, Mr.
NUNES, Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania, Mr.
HALL, Mr. CUELLAR, Mr. BENISHEK, Mr. ROE
of Tennessee, Mr. RuUIz, and Mr. THORN-
BERRY.

H.R. 4031: Mr. COLE.

H.R. 4045: Mrs. BEATTY, Mr. COOK, Mr. CAR-
SON of Indiana, Mr. CLAY, Mr. RUSH, Ms.
NORTON, Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of New
York, Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Ms. LEE of
California, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Ms. SPEIER, Mr.
PETERS of California, Mr. SHERMAN, and Mr.
GENE GREEN of Texas.

H.R. 4064: Mr. CHABOT.

H.R. 4066: Mr. BUTTERFIELD.

H.R. 4070: Mr. WILSON of South Carolina
and Mr. BRIDENSTINE.

H.R. 4092: Mr. GARAMENDI, Mr. VARGAS, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, and Mr. GARCIA.

H.R. 4093: Mr. HANNA.

H.R. 4094: Ms. CHU, Mr. CONNOLLY, Mr.
HANNA, Ms. MENG, and Mr. MULVANEY.

H.R. 4106: Mr. STIVERS, Mr. ROE of Ten-
nessee, Mr. PRICE of Georgia, and Mr. GAR-
RETT.
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H. Con. Res. 37: Mr. PETERSON.
H. Res. 418: Mr. HONDA.

H. Res. 485: Mr. DELANEY.

H. Res. 488: Mr. WOLF.

———

DISCHARGE PETITIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XV, the fol-
lowing discharge petition was filed:

Petition 7, February 26, 2014, by Mr. TIM-
OTHY BISHOP on the bill (H.R. 1010), was
signed by the following Members: Timothy
H. Bishop, Paul Tonko, Jerrold Nadler,
James P. McGovern, Anna G. Eshoo, Allyson
Y. Schwartz, Janice Hahn, Richard M. Nolan,
Colleen W. Hanabusa, Susan A. Davis, Bar-
bara Lee, Niki Tsongas, David Loebsack,
Jared Polis, Donna F. Edwards, Gregory W.
Meeks, Adam B. Schiff, John C. Carney, Jr.,
Elijah E. Cummings, John K. Delaney, C.A.
Dutch Ruppersberger, Michael E. Capuano,
Timothy J. Walz, Akee L. Hastings, George
Miller, Elizabeth H. Esty, Doris O. Matsui,
Gloria Negrete McLeod, Ann M. Kuster,
James P. Moran, Robert A. Brady, Brian Hig-
gins, Terri A. Sewell, Sanford D. Bishop, Jr.,
Diana DeGette, Grace F. Napolitano, Bruce
L. Braley, José E. Serrano, Xavier Becerra,
Albio Sires, Michael H. Michaud, Julia
Brownley, Matt Cartwright, Jim McDermott,
Jim Cooper, John A. Yarmuth, Henry C.
‘“Hank” Johnson, Jr., Derek Kilmer, Lois
Capps, Peter Welch, Suzan K. Delbene, Peter
A. DeFazio, Katherine M. Clark, Denny
Heck, Rush Holt, Joseph P. Kennedy III, Bill
Foster, Mark Pocan, Kyrsten Sinema, Nancy
Pelosi, Steven A. Horsford, Nydia M.
Velazquez, Grace Meng, Sean Patrick Malo-
ney, Michelle Lujan Grisham, Dina Titus,
Alan S. Lowenthal, Ron Barber, Suzanne
Bonamici, Steny H. Hoyer, Eric Swalwell,
Nita M. Lowey, Rubén Hinojosa, Carolyn B.
Maloney, Kathy Castor, Luis V. Gutiérrez,
Cheri Bustos, Robin L. Kelly, Chellie Pin-
gree, Raul Ruiz, Scott H. Peters, Tammy
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Courtney, Bradley S.
Schneider, Louise McIntosh Slaughter,
Joyce Beatty, Ben Ray Lujan, Tony
Cardenas, Beto O’Rourke, Juan Vargas,
Mark Takano, Joaquin Castro, Daniel T. Kil-
dee, Al Green, Zoe Lofgren, Gwen Moore,
Steve Cohen, John B. Larson, Michael F.
Doyle, Linda T. Sanchez, Yvette D. Clarke,
Maxine Waters, Donald M. Payne, Jr., John
P. Sarbanes, Janice D. Schakowsky, John
Conyers, Jr., Theodore E. Deutch, David E.
Price, Chris Van Hollen, Joseph Crowley,
James E. Clyburn, Gerald E. Connolly, Rob-
ert C. ““Bobby” Scott, Eddie Bernice John-
son, John Garamendi, Ed Perlmutter, Nick
J. Rahall II, Frank Pallone, Jr., Marcia L.
Fudge, Emanuel Cleaver, David N. Cicilline,
Danny K. Davis, Stephen F. Lynch, Michael
M. Honda, Judy Chu, James A. Himes, Gene
Green, William L. Enyart, Debbie
Wasserman Schultz, Sheila Jackson Lee,
John Lewis, Jared Huffman, Charles B. Ran-
gel, William R. Keating, Patrick Murphy,
Ami Bera, John F. Tierney, Rick Larsen,
Rosa L. DeLauro, Mike Quigley, Cedric L.
Richmond, Gary C. Peters, Corrine Brown,
Tulsi Gabbard, Frederica S. Wilson, G.K.
Butterfield, James R. Langevin, Bill Pas-
crell, Jr., Daniel Lipinski, Sam Farr, Lloyd
Doggett, Loretta Sanchez, Bennie G. Thomp-
son, John D. Dingell, Henry Cuellar, Marcy
Kaptur, Adam Smith, Tim Ryan, André Car-
son, Betty McCollum, Mike Thompson, Raul
M. Grijalva, Jerry McNerney, Kurt Schrader,
Sander M. Levin, Henry A. Waxman, Marc A.
Veasey, Jackie Speier, Richard E. Neal, Ann
Kirkpatrick, Joe Garcia, Wm. Lacy Clay,
Steve Israel, Brad Sherman, William L.
Owens, Lois Frankel, Eliot L. Engel, Hakeem
S. Jeffries, Lucille Roybal-Allard, Daniel B.
Maffei, Alan Grayson, Filemon Vela, Ron
Kind, Keith Ellison, Chaka Fattah, Carol
Shea-Porter, Pete P. Gallego, Karen Bass,
David Scott, Jim Costa, Earl Blumenauer.

Duckworth, Joe
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